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A bstract
AFTER-SCHOOL CHILD CARE PROJECTS ADMINISTERED BY 
PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 
SEVEN SELECTED STATES 
by
Betsy Burcaw Plank
The purpose of th is  study was to determine the adm in istra tive  
s tru c tu re , s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of se lected  
school-age ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s ;  
and to develop guidelines fo r planning fu tu re  p ro je c ts .
Nine research  questions were considered to  be re lev an t to  the study: 
(1) What types o f ad m in istra tiv e  s tru c tu re  were demonstrated by a f te r ­
school ch ild  care  p ro jec ts?  (2) Did the p ro je c ts  surveyed req u ire  sim ilar 
s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  fo r I n i t i a l  employment? (3) Did the p ro je c ts  
surveyed u t i l i z e  s im ila r s ta f f in g  pa tterns?  (4) Did the l i t e r a tu r e  
in d ica te  prescribed s ta f f  q u a lific a tio n s?  (5) Did the l i t e r a tu r e  Btate 
prescribed s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  in  behavioral terms? (6) What was the 
a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  of p ro je c ts  surveyed? (7) Did the p ro je c ts  surveyed 
u t i l i z e  a s ta f f  development program? (8) Which of the s ta te s  included 
in  the study required prescribed standards fo r  a f te r-sc h o o l p ro je c ts  
adm inistered by public school d is t r ic t s ?  (9) Were there  s im ila r i t ie s  
among s ta te s  of prescribed  standards fo r a fte r-sch o o l p ro jec ts  adminis­
tered  by public school d i s t r ic t s ?
By contacting  the ch ild  care licen sin g  agents of the Departments of 
Human Services, and/or the Departments of Education of the s ta te s  of 
Kentucky, West V irg in ia , V irg in ia , Tennessee, North C arolina, South 
C arolina, and Georgia, a f te r-sc h o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by 
public school d i s t r i c t s  were id e n tif ie d . The d ire c to rs  of these p ro jec ts  
were mailed a v a lid a ted  survey instrum ent along with a  cover l e t t e r  
requesting  th e ir  p a r tic ip a tio n  in  the study. In ad d itio n , o n -s ite  
v is i ta t io n s  to  th ree  communities having a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro jec ts  
adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  were conducted.
A to ta l  of 19 d ire c to rs  represen ting  45 p ro jec ts  responded to the 
survey instrum ent of which 42 p ro je c ts  were found to  meet the research  
lim ita tio n s  imposed on th e  study. P ro jec t d ire c to rs  from fiv e  of the 
seven se lec ted  s ta te s  p a rtic ip a te d  in  the Btudy.
iii
iv
Data from the survey instrum ent responses were analyzed. Guidelines 
fo r school-age ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school 
d i s t r i c t s  were developed from the survey of re la ted  l i t e r a tu r e ,  ana ly sis  
of survey responses, and o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s .  Recommendations based on 
the findings were given.
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A study of the changing soc io log ica l s tru c tu re  of our socie ty  
brought to  l ig h t  a cu rren t and fu tu re  need fo r school-age ch ild  care .
In 1979, about 62% of mothers w ith ch ild ren  ages 6 to 13 were employed. 
However, the work r a te  of mothers varied  according to th e ir  m arita l 
s ta tu s : about 30% of a l l  widows worked, whereas, over 80% of a l l  divorced
mothers worked. Of the mothers of school-age ch ild ren  who worked, 78% 
were employed fu ll- tim e . These fig u res  included over 14 m illion  school- 
age ch ild ren  who had working mothers (U.S. Department of Labor, 1980). 
There were a t  le a s t  1.6 m illio n  ch ild ren , ages 7 to 13, who were l e f t  
unattended and, th e re fo re , were responsib le  fo r th e ir  own care  during 
non-school hours (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1976). In order to be 
responsive to  a changing so c ie ty , providing q u a lity  Bchool-age ch ild  care 
needed to be a p r io r i ty  a t  the community, s ta te ,  and fed e ra l le v e l.
School-age ch ild  care re fe rred  to  formal programs which were provided 
fo r ch ild ren  ages 5 to 13, before school, a f te r  school, during holidays, 
and vacations when parents were unable to  care  fo r th e ir  ch ild ren  in  the 
home. Generally, the school-age ch ild  care  program replaced n e ith e r  the 
home nor the school, but was designed to  complement both, augmenting and 
enriching what each of these in s t i tu t io n s  could provide. A common 
foundation of exemplary programs was an understanding of c h ild re n 's  
varying developmental needs and the provision  of an environment th a t 
allowed ch ild ren  rep resen ting  a range of ages to  engage in  appropriate
1
2and meaningful a c t iv i t i e s  (W ellesley School-age Child Care P ro jec t, 
1981).
The Problem
The problem of the study was to determine the adm in istra tive  
s tru c tu re , s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of se lected  
school-age ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s ;  
and to develop gu idelines fo r planning fu tu re  p ro je c ts .
S ign ificance of the Study
Alan Cranston (1979), Chairman of the Child and Human Development 
Subcommittee of the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee, noted 
two s ig n if ic a n t changes in  so c ia l s tru c tu re  during the sev en ties:
(1) la rg e  increases in  the proportion of mothers who worked, and (2) the 
increased number of ch ild ren  liv in g  in  s in g le  parent households headed 
by women. Related to these changes was an Increase in  the number of 
unattended or "latch-key" ch ild ren . In  view of these changes, a 60Z 
increase  in  the need fo r c h ild  care providers was pro jected  fo r  the next 
10 years. The prospects fo r  le g is la t iv e  ac tio n  on the n a tio n a l lev e l 
dealing  with these concerns was not evident, even though evidence to 
support the need fo r  care was a v a ila b le . I f  programs were developed a t  
e i th e r  th e  s ta te  or lo c a l le v e l,  personnel needed to  be se lec ted  and 
tra in e d , as w ell as support se rv ices  developed to  in su re  de livery  of 
q u a lity  school-age ch ild  care .
Purpose of the Study
Research involving s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of 
school-age ch ild  care programs was lim ite d . This study was designed to 
provide such research , and more sp e c if ic a lly , to add to the  l i t e r a tu r e  
concerning p ro je c ts  fo r  ch ild ren  ages 5 through 13 who attended school- 
age ch ild  care programs adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s .
L im itations
The following lim ita tio n s  were placed on the study:
1. The review of l i t e r a tu r e  was lim ited  to books, ERIC documents, 
unpublished handouts, government p u b lica tio n s, p e rio d ic a ls , and 
b ib liograph ic  data obtained through the School-Age Child Care Technical 
A ssistance Program of Tennessee S ta te  U niversity , School of Education.
2. The ex is tin g  programs were surveyed from p ro je c ts  adm inistered 
by public schools of seven selected  s ta te s .  They included Georgia, 
Kentucky, North C arolina, South C arolina, Tennessee, V irg in ia , and West 
V irg in ia .
3. The elements considered s ig n if ic a n t fo r th is  study were lim ited  
to those measured by the survey Instrument (see Appendix B).
4. The study was lim ited  to  surveying programs in  ex istence during 
the spring  and summer of 1982.
5. This study was lim ited  to p ro je c ts  licensed  by, o r known to , 
th e ir  re sp ec tiv e  S ta te  Departments of Human Services.
6. In  add ition  to d a ta  co llec ted  from returned survey instrum ents, 
the study Included th ree  o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s  to communities having school- 
age ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s .
Assumptions
In  conducting the study» the following assumptions were made:
1. There was a  need fo r a study of th is  natu re .
2. The instrum ent designed was v a lid  and r e l ia b le  fo r measuring 
the id e n tif ie d  components of various school-age ch ild  care p ro je c ts .
3. Respondents would rep o rt accu ra te ly  and app ropria te ly  to the 
survey instrum ent.
4 . The p ro je c ts  surveyed in  the study were rep resen ta tiv e  of a l l  
school-age ch ild  care p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s .
5. The re la te d  l i te r a tu r e  adequately reported  the s ta tu s  and 
program components of school-age ch ild  care  p ro je c ts .
6. The time a t  which the instrum ent was adm inistered did not a l t e r  
responses to the survey.
7. Program components would not be s ig n if ic a n tly  Influenced by the 
p ro je c t 's  geographic lo ca tio n .
8. The sample was adequate and rep resen ta tiv e  of the population.
9. Guidelines fo r school-age ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  adm inistered by 
public schools would aid  school d i s t r i c t s  developing new p ro je c ts .
D efin itions of Terms
For the purpose of th is  study the follow ing d e f in itio n s  were 
considered re lev an t:
A dm inistrator/D irector
An a d m in is tra to r/d ire c to r  i s  the  person w ith o v e ra ll re sp o n s ib ili ty  
fo r the program.
Day Care Center
A day care  cen ter r e fe r s  to  a f a c i l i t y  operated by a person, socie ty , 
agency, corporation , in s t i tu t io n ,  or o ther group, th a t rece iv es pay fo r 
the care o f 13 or more ch ild ren  under 17 years of age, fo r lesB than 24 
hours per day, without tra n s fe r  of custody.
In s t i tu t io n s  of Higher Learning
In s t i tu t io n s  of higher lea rn in g  include tech n ica l schools, 
in s t i tu t io n s  granting  two year a sso c ia te  degree programs, and in s t i tu t io n s  
conferring  four year baccalaureate degrees.
Latch-Key Child
A latch-key  ch ild  i s  one who is  l e f t  unattended before school, a f te r  
school, during holidays, and summer vacations, and who gains access to 
h is /h e r  home with a key usually  worn around the neck.
Lead Teacher
An ind iv idual who i s  responsib le  fo r a group of ch ild ren  in  an 
a fte r-sch o o l program.
Panel of Experts
A group of ind iv id u als  who have spec ia l s k i l l  o r knowledge.
Parent
A parent i s  one who provides a home fo r the ch ild  and makes 
decisions concerning h is /h e r  w ell-being.
School-aRe Child Care
School-age ch ild  care  re fe rs  to formal programs which a re  provided
fo r ch ild ren  ages 5 to 13, before school, a f te r  school, during holidays 
and vacations when paren ts are unable to care fo r th e ir  ch ild ren  In the 
home.
S ta ff
The s ta f f  re fe rs  to fu ll- tim e  and/or p art-tim e  employees, and 
volunteers Involved with a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  program d e livery .
S ta ff  Development
S taff development Is  the system atic e f fo r t  to  Improve the conditions, 
o b jec tiv es , resources, and r e s p o n s ib il i t ie s  of a se lec ted  group.
V alidation
Findings based on evidence th a t can be supported; acceptable; 
convincing.
Research Questions
The follow ing research  questions were developed fo r th is  study.
Research Question 1
What types of ad m in istra tive  s tru c tu re  are  demonstrated by a f t e r -  
Bchool ch ild  care  p ro jec ts?
Research Question 2
W ill the p ro je c ts  surveyed req u ire  s im ila r s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  fo r 
i n i t i a l  employment?
Research Question 3
Will the p ro jec ts  surveyed u t i l i z e  s im ila r s ta f f in g  patterns?
7Research Question 4
H ill  the l i te r a tu r e  In d ica te  prescribed s ta f f  q u a lifica tio n s?
Research Question 5
W ill the l i t e r a tu r e  s ta te  prescribed s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  in  
behavioral terms?
Research Question 6
What w ill  be the a d u lt/c h ild  ra tio  of p ro je c ts  surveyed?
Research Question 7
W ill the p ro je c ts  surveyed u t i l i z e  a s ta f f  development program?
Research Question 8
Which of the s ta te s  included in  the study req u ire  prescribed 
standards fo r a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school 
d is t r ic t s ?
Research Question 9
W ill there  be s im ila r i t ie s  among s ta te s  of prescribed standards fo r 
a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d is t r ic t s ?
Procedures
The procedures followed in  th is  study were:
1. Relevant l i t e r a tu r e  on school-age c h ild  care p ro je c ts  was
surveyed,
2. P ro jec ts  to be surveyed were id e n tif ie d  and se le c ted ,
3. A survey instrum ent was designed to e l i c i t  desired  inform ation
8from se lec ted  p ro je c ts .
4. The Instrument was submitted to a panel of experts fo r  v a lid a tio n .
5. The instrum ent, with an app ropria te  cover l e t t e r ,  was mailed to 
se lec ted  p ro jec t d ire c to rs .
6. Three o n -s ite  v i s i t s  to communities with a f te r-sc h o o l ch ild  
care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  were conducted.
7. The completed BUrvey instruments were received, the data were 
compiled and analyzed.
8. G uidelines were developed from the da ta  c o lle c ted , the survey 
of re la te d  l i t e r a tu r e ,  and the o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s .
O rganization of the Study
The study waB organized in to  s ix  chapters:
Chapter 1 includes the  in tro d u c tio n , the statem ent of the problem, 
the purpose of the study, the s ig n ifican ce  of the  study, the l im ita tio n s , 
the assumptions, the d e f in it io n  of terms, the research  questions, the 
procedures of the study, and the o rgan ization  of the study.
Chapter 2 contains the review of l i t e r a tu r e  and research  re la te d  
to the problem statem ent.
Chapter 3 contains the methods and procedures u t i l iz e d  in  the study.
Chapter 4 contains the p resen ta tio n  of the data  and an a ly s is  o f 
the fin d in g s .
Chapter 5 con tains the gu idelines fo r development o f fu tu re  school- 
age ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s .
Chapter 6 contains the summary, conclusions, and the recommendations 
o f the study.
Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
The growing p a r tic ip a tio n  of women in  the labor fo rce , and the 
con tinually  increasing  numbers of s in g le -p aren t fam ilies  have estab lish ed  
trends in  American so c ie ty . A consequence developing from these  trends 
was th e  heightened number o f school-age ch ild ren  who were in  need of care  
before and a f te r  school, and during school vaca tions. As a r e s u l t ,  
paren ts on a n a tio n a l le v e l were expressing need fo r  school-age ch ild  
care programs. In a survey of 10,000 working women conducted during 
1978, by Family C irc le  magazine, nearly  30% of the women w ith ch ild ren  
between the ages of 6 and 13 reported  leaving th e ir  ch ild ren  home alone, 
or w ith b ro thers and s i s te r s ,  a f te r  school. Of these  mothers, le s s  than 
1% said  they would leave th e ir  ch ild ren  home alone, i f  given the choice 
(The Family C irc le  Magazine Child Care Survey, 1979).
H istory of School-age Child Care
The YMCA/YWCA and Settlem ent House movement during the l a t e  19th 
and ea rly  20th century was the  o r ig in  of the  school-age ch ild  care  
concept, according to Clara Lambert (1944). Hew York C ity  played an 
in f lu e n tia l  ro le  in  th is  h is to ry  d a tin g  back to the l a t e  1800*s when the 
c i ty  took over summer tu to r ia l  programs fo r studen ts . Then, in  1910, 
the c i ty  estab lish ed  "Play S tre e ts"  and in  1918, developed "play schools."  
These were th e  forerunner of to d ay 's  generally  accepted concept of 
school-age ch ild  care  programs. Concern fo r so c ia liz a tio n  of school
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ch ild ren  during the summer months of the World War 1 period led  to the 
use of school bu ild ings fo r "play schools" in  Hew York C ity during the 
1920's and 1930 's. During World War 11, the Lanham Act authorized the 
establishm ent of ch ild  care cen ters  on a na tional le v e l. The Play 
Schools A ssociation became a n a tio n a l leader fo r tra in in g  school-age 
ch ild  care  workers. This a sso c ia tio n  published numerous books and 
a r t ic le s  from the mid-1930's through the e a rly  1950 's. The most notable 
o f these p ub lica tions was School’ s Out: Child Care Through Play Schools,
by Clara Lambert (1944). Other than d ire c t reference to World War I I ,  
the  philosophy, a c t iv i t i e s ,  t ra in in g  needs, and parent Involvement 
components were cu rren t with contemporary progressive thoughts on a f te r ­
school ch ild  care .
Need fo r School-age Child Care
S ta t i s t ic s  compiled by the U.S. Department of Labor supported the 
need fo r school-age ch ild  care  programs (see Tables 1-7). Nearly two- 
th ird s  of the mothers with school-age ch ild ren  (ages 6-13) were employed. 
Of those mothers w ith school-age ch ild ren  (ages 6-13) who were working, 
s l ig h t ly  more than th re e -fo u rth s  worked fu ll- tim e  (35 or more hours per 
week). The s t a t i s t i c s  ind icated  th a t in  homes where there  was no husband, 
over 80% of the  mothers of school-age ch ild ren  worked fu ll- t im e . In 
1979, over 14 m illio n  ch ild ren  in  the United S ta tes  between the ages of 
6 and 13 had mothers who were members of the labor fo rce .
While many fam ilie s  s t i l l  used tra d it io n a l  sources of ch ild  care , 
many family care g ivers  (grandmothers, aun ts, B is te rs , and mothers) were 
working, usually  in  fu ll- tim e  p o s itio n s . In d ic a to rs  of p o te n tia l need
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fo r school-age ch ild  care programs fo r the fu tu re  were re fle c te d  by the 
s t a t i s t i c s  th a t over h a lf  of a l l  mothers w ith pre-school ch ild ren  (ages 
3-5) were working, while 40% of a l l  mothers with in fa n ts  and todd lers 
(0-3 years) were working.
Of those working mothers w ith ch ild ren  under the age of 6, over 
tw o-th irds were employed on a fu ll- tim e  b as is  (over 35 hours per week).
The number of young ch ild ren  (under age 6) w ith working mothers, who were 
p o te n tia l p a r tic ip a n ts  fo r fu tu re  school-age ch ild  care programs, exceeded 
seven m illio n .
Table 1
Employed Mothers w ith School-age Children
Work ra te  of mothers 
in  the United S ta tes
Percentage of o v e ra ll labor force p a r tic ip a tio n  
r a te  of mothers with ch ild ren  ages 6-13 61.9
Never m arried mothers 64.5
Married, husband present 59.3
Married, husband absent 66.3
Widowed mothers 49.3
Divorced mothers 81.7
Note. From U.S. Department of Labor, 1980, Table 27.
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Table 2
F u ll-  or Part-tim e S tatus o f Working Mothers 
of School-age Children
Full--time Part-tim e
Percentage of mothers w ith school-age 
ch ild ren  who work fu ll- tim e  or part-tim e 78.,2 21.8
Never married mothers 83 17
Married mothers, husband present 66 34
Married mothers, husband absent 82 18
Widowed mothers 72 28
Divorced mothers 88 12
Note. From U.S. Department of Labor, 1980, Table 28.
Table 3
School-age Children with Working Mothers
Number of Children
Total ch ild ren  In U.S. ages 6-13 
Mother In labor force 




Children In married couple fam ilies  
Mother in  labor force 




Children in  fam ilies  maintained by women 
Mother in  labo r force 




Children in  fam ilies  maintained by men 401,000
Note. From U.S. Department of Labor, 1980, Table 31.
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Table 4




16 -  19 50.9
20 -  24 68.7
25 -  34 63,5
35 -  44 63.6
45 -  54 58.6
55 -  64 42.7
65 and over 8.7
Percent o f a l l  women In the U.S. over age 16 who work 50.7
Percent of women who work fu ll- tim e  71.7
Note. From U.S. Department o f Labor, 1980, Tables 22 and 28.
Table 5
Work Rate of Mothers o f Children Under the Age of 6
Work Rate o f Mothers 
with Children 3-5 
Years, None Younger
Work Rate o f Mothers 
w ith Children Under 
Age 3
Percentage of o v era ll 
labor fo rce  p a r t ic i ­
pation  ra te  o f mothers 52.2 40.9
Never married mothers 53.0 47.2
M arried, husband p resen t 49.4 39.3
M arried, husband absent 59.5 47.5
Widowed Not av a ilab le Not av a ilab le
Divorced 74.9 60.3
Note. From U.S. Department of Labor, 1980, Table 27.
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Table 6
F ull-tim e Employment □£ Mothers with Children 
Under the Age of 6
Children Ages 3-5 Only Children Under 3
F u ll-tim e P art-tim e F ull-tim e Part-tim e
Percen tate  of mothers 
w ith young ch ild ren  
who work fu ll- t im e
and p art-tim e 70 30 65 35
Never married mothers 87 13 69 31
M arried, husband present 66 34 63 37
Married, husband absent 82 18 84 16
Widowed mothers 63 37 100 —
Divorced mothers 86 14 85 15
Note. From U.S. Department of Labor* 1980, Table 28.
Table 7
Numbers of Children Under the Age of 6 w ith Working Mothers
Number o f Children
T otal ch ild ren  in  U.S. under age 6 16,981,000
Mother in  labor fo rce 7,166,000
Mother no t in  labor force 9,654,000
Children in  married couple fam ilies 14,439,000
Mother in  labor force 5,902,000
Mother not in  lab o r fo rce 8,538,000
Children In  fam ilies  maintained by women 2,380,000
Mother in  labor fo rce 1,264,000
Mother not in  lab o r force 1,116,000
Children in  fam ilies  maintained by men 161,000
Note. From U.S. Department of Labor, 1980, Table 31.
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Components of School-age Child Care Programs
The School-age Child Care P ro jec t a t  W ellesley College, Center fo r 
Research on Women (1981), suggested th a t ,  generally , school-age ch ild  
care programs served ch ild ren  who came from a long, s tru c tu red  school 
day, and were in  need of a supervised environment u n t i l  the parent 
returned from work. T h eo re tica lly , a good q u a lity  program provided 
ch ild ren  with a "home base"—a place to go a f te r  school where the s ta f f  
and environment were p red ic tab le  and co n s is ten t. From th e ir  observations 
o f programs nationwide, there was no se t curriculum  or range of a c t iv i t i e s  
in  which the ch ild ren  were Involved. This was viewed as e ith e r  a g rea t 
s tren g th  or a g reat weakness inherent in  the provision  of programs.
The types o f a c t iv i t i e s  undertaken in  each cen ter were dependent
upon:
1. The program 's physical space
2. FundB av a ilab le
3. Community resources
4. A b il i t ie s  and in te re s ts  of the s ta f f
5. Input from paren ts  and ch ild ren .
Because many program p a r tic ip a n ts  were already t i re d  from the day 's  
formal a c t iv i t i e s  when they a rriv ed  a t  the program s i t e ,  ch ild ren  needed 
to be provided the opportunity  to r e s t  o r engage in  q u ie t a c t iv i t i e s  of 
th e ir  own choosing. I t  appeared th a t some ch ild ren  a rriv ed  f u l l  of 
pent-up energy. I f  so, th is  could be channeled in  the  d ire c tio n  of 
outdoor-physical a c t iv i ty .  Children who had been in  s tru c tu re d , la rg e -  
group in s tru c tio n a l s e ttin g s  needed the  opportunity  to be alone or
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in te ra c t  w ith small groups.
Although curriculum  v aried , free  choice of a c t iv i t i e s  was e s se n tia l 
fo r each p ro jec t p a r tic ip a n t. Choice of a c t iv i t i e s  promoted Indiv idual 
development of s k i l l s  and in-depth  exp loration  of sub jec ts  of In te re s t  
to each c h ild .
C r i t ic a l  Elements of Q uality  School-age 
Child Care Programs
In  a paper e n t i t le d  "Providing Q uality  School-age Child Care," the 
School-age Child Care P ro jec t a t  W ellesley College addressed the follow ing 
c r i t i c a l  elements of school-age ch ild  care programs.
Selection  of S ta ff
The most c r i t i c a l  element in  providing q u a lity  school-age ch ild  care 
was the se le c tio n  of s ta f f .  Each program 's a c t iv i t i e s  were developed 
and delivered  by in-house s ta f f  who s tru c tu red  a program to meet the 
c h ild ren ’ s varying developmental needs. In d iv id u a ls  who demonstrated 
m aturity  and were aware o f ch ild  development concepts seemed best su ited  
fo r working with ch ild ren  in  group s e tt in g s .  S ta ffs  were comprised of 
camp counselors, re c rea tio n  lead e rs , a r t i s t s ,  craftsmen/women, and early  
childhood or elementary school teachers. Men and women of varying ages 
and n a tio n a l and/or ra c ia l  backgrounds were sought to lend richness to 
the program by sharing th e ir  unique backgrounds with the ch ild ren  in  
care .
A dult/Child Ratio
MoBt s ta te s  determined th a t a s ta f f  ch ild  r a t io  of 1:20 was
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s a tis fa c to ry  fo r meeting licen sin g  reg u la tio n s . This r a t io  could be 
augmented by v o lun teers, and/or student teachers. W ellesley 's  School-age 
Child Care P ro jec t, from i t s  nationwide work, Indicated  th a t th is  r a t io  
would not perm it the kind of program a c t iv i t i e s  deemed to  be of d es irab le  
depth and scope. Rather, they suggested th a t one teacher per ten 
ch ild ren  (1:10 ra tio )  seemed to  be a workable and affo rdab le  so lu tio n .
Parent Input
Since parents were the consumers In  the community, I t  was e s se n tia l 
th a t they had adequate input In to  the o rgan ization  and d e liv ery  of 
programs. This could be accomplished when paren ts became board members 
of a non -p ro fit cen te r—thus allowing them a degree of co n tro l over the 
decision-making process. In some instances parent meetings were held , 
s ta f f  conferences were conducted reg u la rly  w ith Indiv idual paren ts, and 
some parents became involved in  program deliv ery  by co n trib u tin g  time, 
in  th e ir  area of ex p e rtise , to guide the c h ild re n 's  a c t iv i t i e s .
F inancial Considerations
S etting  r e a l i s t i c  fees  which paren ts could a ffo rd  was c r i t i c a l  to 
program enrollm ent. Fees charged to the paren ts provided funds for the 
purchase of necessary supp lies and equipment, and maintenance of a 
q u a lifie d  s ta f f .  Depending on the hours of care provided, p a re n ts ' fees 
varied  tremendously. For care  during the  a f te r-sch o o l hours (3-6 p.m.) 
p a re n ts ' fees ranged from $10-$35 per week. Many programs charged the 
same fee  to a l l  parent u se rs , while o th ers  developed a s lid in g -fe e  
schedule based on documented p a ren ta l income. I t  was found to be c r i t i c a l  
fo r  program su rv iva l th a t  the p ro jec t be se lf-su p p o rtin g .
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Use of Space
Programs needed to have exclusive use of space th a t could be adapted 
fo r de liv ery  of programs ta i lo re d  to the needs of the ch ild ren  In care . 
Based on components of the program o ffe red , space was usually  divided 
Into th e  follow ing f iv e  ca teg o ries:
1. q u ie t, r e s t f u l  a c t iv i t i e s  (reading, r e s t in g ) ,
2. small group a c t iv i t i e s  ( a r ts  and c r a f t s ) ,
3. grouping of ta b le s  and ch a irs  (snacks),
4. p ro jec t areas (woodworking, b lockbu lld ing), and
5. outdoor play area (formal and inform al games and sp o r ts ) .
O rganizational S tructu re
The unique needs of each community needed to be addressed a t  a 
lo ca l le v e l determining lo ca tio n  of program and le g a l re sp o n s ib ili ty  for 
i t s  development and maintenance (Neugebauer, A pril 1980). Among the 
most popular models were programs operated by schools in  the schools, 
independent agencies in  schools, independent agencies in  non-school 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  day care cen te rs  in  th e ir  f s c i l l t i e s ,  re c re a tio n  agencies
In th e ir  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and fam ily day care providers in  th e ir  own homes
(also see Appendix G).
Models of A fter-School P ro jec ts
School in  the Schools
The a f te r-sc h o o l program was adm inistered by the  lo c a l school 
d i s t r i c t .  R esponsib ility  fo r  d ire c t superv ision  of the  program was 
ty p ic a lly  delegated to the a fte r-sch o o l u n it w ith in  the d i s t r i c t 's
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c e n tra l adm in istra tion  or to  the p rin c ip a l of the Bchool In  which the 
program was housed. When school d i s t r i c t s  were ad m in istra tiv e ly  respon­
s ib le  fo r a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts , they usually  operated In 
several elementary schools in  the d i s t r i c t .
Independent Agency in  Schools
In many communities, separate non -p ro fit corporations were 
organized to operate a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro je c ts . T ypically , they 
were governed by parent-dominated boards which included rep resen ta tiv es  
from the public schools and the community. The corporations were 
responsib le  fo r a sing le  p ro jec t s i t e  or m ultip le  s i te s  w ith in  the school 
d is tr ic t*
Independent Agency in  
Non-school F a c ili ty
In some communities a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  o rgan izers decided to
provide care in  f a c i l i t i e s  ou tside  of the public schools, u tiliz in g ^
appropria te  space provided by organ izations w ithin the community.
Program s i te s  suggested were churches, YMCA/YWCA's, Boys' Clubs and/or
G ir ls ' Clubs, and community re c rea tio n a l cen te rs .
Day Care Centers in  
Their F a c i l i t ie s
Many day care cen te rs  expanded th e ir  programs to serve school-age 
ch ild ren . Typically these cen ters  operated th e ir  school-age program in  
the  same f a c i l i ty  as  th e ir  preschool program. In  some cen te rs  separate  
space was se t as id e  fo r the a f te r-sch o o l program. In o th e rs  the a f te r ­
school ch ild ren  occupied a portion  of the preschool space made av a ilab le
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when preschool enrollm ent decreased In the afternoon .
Recreation Agency In 
Their F a c il i ty
Some re c re a tio n  agencies such as Boys' Clubs, G ir ls ' Clubs, YWCA's 
and YMCA's expanded th e ir  normal re c re a tio n a l a c t iv i t i e s  to  provide day 
care  se rv ices  fo r school-age ch ild ren . The agencies o ften  provided 
tra n sp o rta tio n  from elementary schools to the p ro je c t s i te s .
Family Day Care Providers 
in  Their Own Homes
Family day care providers caring  fo r preschool ch ild ren  during the
day accepted several school-age ch ild ren  in  the afternoon a f te r  th e ir
preschool ch ild ren  had gone home fo r the day. These providers offered
the ch ild ren  a supervised environment but did not have an organized
afte r-sch o o l program.
Key Factors fo r S truc tu ring  an E ffec tiv e  Program
A survey of 1A communities by the  "Child Care Inform ation Exchange"
determined f iv e  key fa c to rs  fo r  s tru c tu re  of an e f fe c tiv e  program. They
were:
1. parent input in to  the program,
2. responsiveness to  c h ild re n 's  d if fe r in g  needs,
/
3. adequacy of tra n sp o rta tio n ,
A. maximum u t i l iz a t io n  o f physical resources, and
5 . maximum u t i l iz a t io n  of fin a n c ia l resources.
E lizabeth  P re sco tt and Cynthia M illch (197A) proposed a s tru c tu re  
In teg ra tin g  these f iv e  program components. Their recommendation was to
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e s ta b lish  an a f te r-sc h o o l resource cen te r In the public schools. This 
resource re fe rre d  paren ts to various types o f a fte r-sch o o l programs w ithin  
the community. I t  a lso  coordinated a tra n sp o rta tio n  system to tran sp o rt 
ch ild ren  to  the  various s i t e s .  I t  was suggested th a t  the coordinating 
center be sponsored by: a lo c a l inform ation and r e fe r r a l  agency, the
Department of Human Services, the Mayor's o f f ic e , a city -w ide a fte r-sch o o l 
c o a litio n , the lo ca l Parent-Teacher1s A ssociation , or a la rg e  day care 
agency. In  add ition  to coordinating  r e f e r r a ls  and tra n sp o rta tio n , the 
cen ter provided tech n ica l a ss is tan c e  to school-age programs ju s t  beginning 
a program, served as an advocate fo r a fte r-sch o o l needs w ithin  the 
community, and kept p ro je c t d ire c to rs  informed of p o te n tia l f in a n c ia l 
and program resources. The primary advantage of such a system was to 
provide fam ilies w ith a choice as to what form of care would best meet 
th e ir  needs.
S pecific  Needs of School-Agers
The ''Child Care Inform ation Exchange" N ew sletter (Neugebauer,
A pril 1980) re fe rred  to Erik Erikson (1963) who described the school-age 
years as the period of "industry  versus in f e r io r i ty ."  The developmental 
task s  to  be addressed during th is  time were:
1. Acquiring a sense of in d u stry . During th is  period the ch ild  
becomes eagerly  involved in  the  a c t of producing fin ished  p ro je c ts . The 
ch ild  i s  lesB In te re s ted  in  fre e  play and d e s ire s  more s tru c tu red  games.
2. Developing a sense of competence. Flowing from the urge to be 
productive i s  the d e s ire  to  master s k i l l s  th a t con tro l o n e 's  environment. 
This s k i l l  development involves both physical and in te l le c tu a l  endeavors.
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Wide v a r ie ty  of o fferin g  co n trib u tes  to  development of a f u l l  range of 
competencies.
3. Fending o ff  a sense of in f e r io r i ty . The d esire  fo r mastery of 
s k i l l s  b rings with i t  a concern about how one i s  compared to h is  peers.
The ch ild  needs to experience success th a t he recognizes and th a t i s  
recognized by h is  peers and a d u lts .
The Responsive Curriculum
Based on E rikson 's  Developmental Tasks, and surveys of e x is tin g  
programs conducted by E lizabeth  P resco tt and Cynthia M ilich (1974), Joan 
Bergstrom and Donna Dreher (1976), and Cate Poe (1978), the following key 
c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of responsive school-age c u rric u la  were suggested:
1. Providing o p p o rtu n itie s  fo r in i t i a t iv e .  Responding to c h ild re n 's  
sense of in dustry , cen te rs  should provide o p p o rtu n ities  to engage in  
meaningful and needed work.
2. Supporting ch ild re n ’s sense of competence. S a tis fac to ry  
accomplishment o f work w ill  provide a sense of competence.
3. Providing support fo r c h ild re n 's  peer a sso c ia tio n . School-age 
programs should fo s te r  each c h i ld 's  need fo r  c lose  r e la t io n s  w ith 
ch ild ren  h is  own age.
4. A ppropriately involving ad u lts . Adults should be a v a ilab le , 
but not in tru s iv e .
5. M aintaining complementary re la tio n sh ip  with schools. Programs 
should complement not re p l ic a te  each o th e r,
6. Emphasizing re c re a tio n a l a c t iv i t i e s .  Though these a c t iv i t i e s  
do develop s tren g th  and coordination , they should be exercised w ith an
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awareness of the program's o v e ra ll goals fo r  human development.
7. Involving ch ild ren  In th e ir  community. Children are  o ften  
protected  from th e ir  community. In te g ra tio n  Into  the community I s  of 
ben efit to school-age ch ild ren  to develop a sense of belonging and s e l f -  
worth.
The W ellesley School-Age Child Care P ro jec t
The W ellesley College Center fo r Research on Women had developed 
the School-age Child Care P ro jec t, which served as a tech n ica l assis tan ce  
program of n a tio n a l magnitude.
The School-age Child Care P ro jec t was in i t ia te d  in  May 1979 to meet 
the expressed needs of communities on a na tional lev e l fo r inform ation 
and techn ica l a ss is tan c e  fo r the design and implementation of a fte r-sch o o l 
programs.
Each component of the p ro je c t—research , tech n ica l a ss is tan c e , 
p ub lica tions, and dem onstrations—sought to accomplish the  development 
of programs which encompassed both p ro tec tio n  and increasing  independence 
fo r the ch ild ren . The p ro je c t a lso  sought to  u t i l i z e  community resources, 
which re f le c te d  lo c a l c u ltu ra l  and economic d iv e rs ity .
Funding fo r the  1981-82 p ro jec t was provided by the  Carnegie 
Corporation, Ford Foundation, Levi S trauss Foundation, and the General 
M ills Foundation. Former funding sources included the William T. Grant 
Foundation, and the N ational I n s t i tu te  o f Education.
The p ro jec t was comprised of four in te r re la te d  components which were 
viewed as a c tio n  models. They were:
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1 . Research. In the I n i t i a l  research  phase, the 
P ro jec t made an in ten siv e  search to  Id e n tify  and gather 
inform ation about exemplary school-age ch ild  care programs 
throughout the United S ta te s . Primary emphasis was placed 
on public school "partnersh ip  models" (programs operated
in  public school space by parent groups or community ag en c ies), 
because they tended to  allow  fo r a c o s t-e f fe c tiv e  mix of public 
and p r iv a te  resources, adm in istra tive  f l e x ib i l i ty ,  and parent 
c o n tro l,
2. Technical A ssistance. P ro jec t research  on exemplary 
programs tra n s la ted  in to  tech n ica l a ss is tan c e  by providing 
communities w ith two types of help : (a) tech n ica l assis tan ce  
v ia  telephone from s ta f f  w ith e x p e rtise  in  program development, 
and (b) r e f e r r a l  to o ther programs from whom assis tan c e  could 
be gained.
3. P u b lica tio n s . The p ro jec t compiled and monitored 
w ritten  resources, and was involved in  the w ritin g  of two 
p u b lica tio n s: School-Age Child Care Action Manual, a guide­
book designed to present a l te rn a t iv e  s tra te g ie s  fo r  financing 
adm in istra tion , and program operation; and School-Age Child 
Care Policy Report, addressed to lo c a l, s ta te ,  and fed era l 
po licy  makers suggesting sp e c ific  recommendations regarding 
le g is la t io n  and ad m in istra tive  procedures th a t  would a id  
communities in  meeting th e ir  need fo r school-age ch ild  care 
programs.
4. Demonstrations. A dem onstration component was 
in i t ia te d  in  January, 1981 funded through December, 1982. The 
p ro je c t was supporting the a c t iv i t i e s  of e ig h t demonstration 
s i te s  throughout the country in  th e ir  e f fo r ts  to s ta r t  school- 
age ch ild  care  programs, improve the q u a lity  of ex is tin g  
programs, and to maximize the  use of a l l  types of community 
resources. The e ig h t groups also  acted as tech n ica l a ss is tan c e  
a f f i l i a t e s  to the P ro je c t. Through sharing inform ation and 
resources these s i t e s  provided knowledge and s k i l l s  to  those
in  th e ir  lo c a l and s ta te  a re a s . (W ellesley School-age Child 
Care P ro jec t Summary, 1981)
The Future Need fo r School-age Child Care
When considering the fu tu re  need fo r school-age ch ild  ca re , the 
follow ing data was introduced. I t  was pro jected  th a t by 1990:
1. Women ages 20 to  40 were expected to  have a 70% to  9QX work 
ra te  (Masnick & Bane, 1980).
2. At le a s t  19.6 m illio n  ch ild ren  (aged 5-13) would need some form
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of school-age ch ild  care (Beck, 1980; Dearman & P lisko , 1980).
3. Fam ilies would be sm aller and ch ild ren  would be more c lo se ly  
spaced. Thus s ib lin g s  would be unavailable to  provide care fo r younger 
ch ild ren  (H offerth, 1979; Masnick & Bane, 1980).
4. The m obility  of fam ilies  and increased numbers of working 
women diminished access to  the  tra d it io n a l  ch ild  care arrangements 
involving grandmothers, aun ts, and fam ily members liv in g  in  the  home 
(H offerth , 1979; Masnick & Bane, 1980).
S ta ffin g  P rac tic e s  and S ta ff  Development Heeds
P resco tt and M ilich (1974) described school-age day care as  being 
in  a "curious limbo" which was o ften  described by "what i t  was n o t."
This te n ta tiv e  s ta tu s  was re f le c te d  in  an examination of s ta f f in g  
p ra c tic e s . Leadership ro le s  were assumed by ind iv id u als  with tra in in g  
in  ea rly  childhood or elementary education. N either o f these two areas 
d e a lt d ire c t ly  with the o lder ch ild  or with providing a s tim ulating  
environment in  th is  unique s e tt in g . They concluded th a t c e r t i f ic a t io n  
in  ea rly  childhood or elementary education did  not guarantee competence 
in  caring  fo r school-age ch ild ren  in  an a f te r-sc h o o l s e ttin g .
Their find ings ind icated  th a t a d u lts  who worked with school-age 
ch ild ren  needed the follow ing competencies not included in  ea rly  ch ild ­
hood or elementary education programs;
1. The a b i l i ty  to provide leadersh ip  and to se t l im its  in  ways 
which helped ch ild ren  understand how so c ia l systems worked; and to give 
them experience with a u th o r ita tiv e , but non-punitive, models.
2. The a b i l i ty  to se t up an environment where ch ild ren  could le a rn
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s k i l l s  which could be developed l a t e r  In both vocational in te re s ts ,  and 
p ro fita b le  le isu re  time a c tiv it ie s*
3. The a b i l i ty  to generate a clim ate where ch ild ren  could develop 
values and serious commitments.
P resco tt and M illch concluded th a t ,  a t  th a t tim e, there  was no 
defined ro le  of ch ild  care  worker in  school-age care . Training programs 
which prepared Ind iv iduals fo r care of o lder ch ild ren  in  th is  unique 
s e tt in g  were non -ex isten t.
James S. RobertBon (1979), in  a paper on s ta f f  development fo r 
school-age care  personnel, described s ta f f  development as personal and 
p ro fessional development to expand s k i l l s .  In  most o f the programs he 
surveyed, s ta f f  development was reported  to be casual and inform al. In 
f a c t ,  he found th a t many d ire c to rs  f e l t  th a t i t  occurred more as  a
by-product of o ther a c t iv i t i e s  than as a planned component of the to ta l
program.
He suggested th a t  those who sought to design and Implement s ta f f  
development would find  th a t the  research av a ilab le  was lim ited  and 
seldom d ire c ted  toward the  s ta f f  needs fo r  school-age programs. School- 
age day care  was a new and developing profession  w ith few academic 
s tu d ie s  o r tra in in g  resources to support i t .
One d e f in itio n  of s ta f f  development was
the  dynamic process of personal and p ro fessional growth by 
which s ta f f  members, in d iv id u a lly  and c o lle c tiv e ly , acquire 
new s k i l l s  and knowledge of themselves, one another, th e ir  
c l ie n ts  and th e ir  p ro fession . This knowledge, when d irec ted  
and app lied , would improve the work environment, s ta f f  
r e la t io n s  and the  q u a lity  of the ch ild  care  se rv ice .
(Robertson, 1979, p. 22)
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A s ta f f ,  comprised of in d iv iduals  a t  varying stages of personal and 
p ro fessional development, were drawn together by a common concern fo r the 
goals and a c t iv i t i e s  of school-age ch ild  care . The assumption of th is  
basic common goal was fundamental to any s ta f f  development e f fo r t .
In school-age programs most s ta f f  development and tra in in g  e f fo r ts  
were inform ally conducted through d iscussion . Formal s ta f f  development 
e f fo r ts  generally  included on-the-job  tra in in g  and superv ision , supple­
mented by in -se rv ice  education. A ssociations and workshops con tribu ted  
to  or stim ulated the course of in -se rv ic e  education. Indeed, in -se rv ice  
education o ffered  the most v iab le  and f le x ib le  opportunity  fa r  s ta f f  
tra in in g  since i t  d e a lt w ith  the concerns and Issues sp e c if ic a lly  p e r t i ­
nent to  a p a r t ic u la r  program and s ta f f .
In The A fter-School Day Care Handbook, prepared as a jo in t  p ro je c t 
by Community Coordinated Child Care, and the 4-C in  Dane County, 
Incorporated in  Madison, Wisconsin (Hendon, Grace, Adams, & Strupp, 1977), 
i t  was suggested th a t  persons working in  an a f te r-sch o o l s e tt in g  under­
stand th e ir  ind iv idual ro le s . They were n e ith e r  teacher (though they 
were o ften  teaching in  an inform al way) nor were they paren ts, though 
they provided care , p ro te c tio n , and support. The ro le  of s ta f f  was to  
provide a  sa fe , s tim ulating  environment where ch ild ren  learned about 
themselves and pursued th e ir  in te re s ts  w ith minimum ad u lt co n tro l and 
maximum a d u lt support and guidance.
They suggested the following s k i l l s  for a d u lts  working in  a school- 
age program:
1. Knowledge and understanding of growth and development of 
ch ild ren ,
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2. The a b i l i ty  to assess  developmental problems o f the  ind iv idual 
c h ild ,
3. Understanding of the public schools ' re sp o n s ib ili ty  fo r , and 
to , ch ild ren ,
4 . A b ility  to e l i c i t  c h ild re n 's  in te re s ts  and ideas and to  help 
them expand and develop them,
5. Use of techniques th a t  would help ch ild ren  develop problem 
solving s k i l l s ,
6. Knowledge of h ea lth  and n u tr i t io n  needs of school-age ch ild ren ,
7. Inform ation on, and knowledge of community serv ices and 
resources, and
8. Understanding of the predominant community values and the 
a b i l i ty  to express and support o ther value p o s itio n s .
The educational background and/or work experience of s ta f f  included 
many of these s k i l l s .  Study in  the f ie ld s  of re c rea tio n , education, ch ild  
development, psychology, and so c ia l work provided u sefu l knowledge and 
app ropria te  s k i l l s .
Mary E. Mayesky, former p rin c ip a l o f the Mary E. P h il l ip s  Extended 
Day Magnet School (Raleigh, North C aro lin a), was a professor of Education 
a t  Duke U niversity , and a recognized spokesperson fo r a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  
ca re  programs. Mayesky s ta ted  th a t  s ta f f  members of the P h il l ip s  program 
were se lected  not only on the basis  of c e r t i f ic a t io n  to teach sp ec ific  
su b je c ts , but a lso , because of enthusiasm and w illingness to develop 
c re a tiv e  lea rn in g  experiences fo r  ch ild ren . Because classroom co n s tra in ts  
were diminished in  a f te r-sch o o l p ro je c ts , teachers could expand upon 
concepts taught during the school day and fu rth e r  develop them with the
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ch ild ren  In th is  unique, Informal atmosphere.
James Levine, in  h ia book Day Care and the Public Schools. P ro file s  
of Five Communities (1978), s ta te d  th a t proponents o f public school 
prime sponsorship led  by p ro fessional o rgan izations and unions made the 
follow ing arguments concerning s ta f f in g :
1. Current standards fo r day care  were, a t  b es t, inadequate,
2. Uniform c e r t i f ic a t io n ,  best achieved v ia  the public schools,
was the only way to guarantee "q u a lity "  c h ild  care ,
3. Public school teach ers, more than any o th er group In so c ie ty , 
were q u a lified  to meet the  needs of ch ild ren , and
4. The education system waB "in  place" fo r tra in in g . There was the 
capacity  among co lleg es of education to  d e liv e r  th is  tra in in g .
Opponents to public school teachers s ta f f in g  programs argued:
1. Public school teacher c e r t if ic a t io n  was not a guarantee o f  
competence for teaching in  a n on -trad itlonal B etting.
2. This type program needed men and women w ith warmth, openness, 
and demonstrated e ffec tiv en ess  in  dealing  with ch ild ren .
A Legal Decision Rendered on the A ppropriateness of 
Public School P a r tic ip a tio n  in  
A fter-School Child Care
A study of the need fo r , and appropriateness of public school 
operated day-care programs fo r school-age ch ild ren , was prepared fo r the 
Governor and the General Assembly o f the Conmonwealth of V irg in ia . This 
study (House Document Ho, 16), completed in  1981, re su lte d  from a 
decision  rendered by the Commonwealth’s Attorney General which s ta te d  
th a t lo ca l school boards did not have le g a l a u th o rity  to operate day
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care cen te rs  upon school property  with school board employed personnel 
(Appendix E).
The Attorney G eneral's  decision  addressed the controversy of whether 
a public school d i s t r i c t  could provide programs which were not deemed to 
be p rim arily  educational in  function . The recommendations o f the study 
d irec ted  to the Governor and General Assembly included:
1. Local school d iv is io n s  should be given the op tion , 
when the need has been recognized by the lo c a l governing 
body, to  provide programs fo r pup ils  before and a f te r  
reg u la r school hours. Local funds and/or parent fees should 
be used as primary sources fo r financing  these programs.
R ationale . Allowing a school d iv is io n  the option to 
adm inister an extended day care program, in  essence, 
encompasses a lo c a l option approach to meeting community 
needs.
2. Guidelines should be formulated as a cooperative 
e f fo r t  among community rep re sen ta tiv es  to a s s i s t  lo c a l school 
d iv is io n s  th a t e le c t  to implement programs. The S ta te  
Department of Education and/or o ther app ropria te  agencies 
should a s s i s t  in  the development of such gu id e lin es.
R ationale . The development of non-mandatory gu idelines 
fo r the establishm ent and operation  of extended day care 
programs by public  schools would provide valuab le  tech n ica l 
a ss is tan c e  to school d iv is io n s  in  the development of q u a lity  
programs.
3. Local school d iv is io n s , and a i l  o ther se rv ice  
providers, both public and p r iv a te , should cooperate to the 
f u l le s t  in  meeting the need fo r before and a f te r-sch o o l ca re .
R ationale . Public schools c o n s titu te  only one of the 
many a lte rn a tiv e s  fo r  meeting the need for before and a f te r ­
school care  fo r school-age ch ild ren . The need fo r care can 
best be met through the mutual cooperation of both the public 
and p riv a te  se c to rs . (V irg in ia House Document Humber 16, 
pp. 18-19)
Resulting from the Attorney G eneral's d ec is ion , a f te r-sc h o o l ch ild  
care p ro je c ts  were p roh ib ited  in  V irg in ia . Exemptions were granted fo r 
A rlington County Public Schools, F a lls  Church C ity Public Schools, 
C h a rlo tte sv ille  C ity Public Schools, and Bath County Public Schools to 
continue o ffe rin g  programs which were estab lish ed  p r io r  to  the  Attorney
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G eneral's d ec is ion . These programs were found to  be adm inistered by 
th e ir  resp ec tiv e  school boards and funded by th e ir  County Boards In the 
Community A c tiv itie s  Budget (not the In s tru c tio n a l Budget).
Public Schools Providing After-School Child Care 
in  Connecticut
Karen Schneider and L. A. Chung (19B2) addressed the controversy of 
public schools providing a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care programs in  Connecticut. 
Public school o f f ic ia l s  have o ften  s ta ted  th a t provision  of a fte r-sch o o l 
ch ild  care i s  not the re sp o n s ib ili ty  of the school d i s t r i c t  but of the 
paren ts o f ch ild ren  needing ca re . School o f f ic ia l s  claim  th a t dwindling 
f in a n c ia l resources a re  responsib le fo r th e ir  unw illingness to sponsor 
a f te r-sc h o o l p ro je c ts . Some public school educators have noted the 
movement o f ch ild ren  needing a fte r-sch o o l care to p riv a te  schools which 
provide such serv ice .
Legal Aspects of Organizing Programs
Legal aspects  of organizing and operating  day care programs were 
discussed in  the Day Care Legal Handbook by William Aikman (1977). 
Insurance seemed to  be an area of day care  programs o ften  overlooked 
when p ro je c ts  were being planned and organized. He suggested th a t p ro jec t 
adm in istra to rs  evaluate  insurance coverage in  terms of degree of p o te n tia l 
r is k ,  and amount of p o te n tia l lo s s . The Davidson County (Tennessee) 
School-Age Day Care Task Force (1978) suggested l i a b i l i t y  insurance 
p ro tected  programs from the consequences o f acciden ts which occurred on 
the p ro jec t s i t e .  A general l i a b i l i t y  was recommended to  cover the
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program in  cases of bodily  in ju ry , damage to the property , medical 
expenses, and le g a l costs  of defending ag a in s t s u i ts .
Children Susceptib le to  Crime
The prevention of crimes ag a in st ch ild ren  could be lessened by the 
provision  of a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts  which o ffered  a safe  
environment fo r the ch ild ren  of working mothers. Mozelle Core (1978) 
f e l t  any neighborhood had hazards fo r a ch ild  who was l e f t  in an 
unsupervised environment before school, a f te r  school and during school 
vacation .
New Use fo r School F a c i l i t ie s
Working paren ts viewed unused school f a c i l i t i e s ,  having re su lted  
from declin ing  enrollm ents, as the p o te n tia l so lu tio n  fo r  th e ir  a f t e r ­
school ch ild  care  problems. Mildred Messlnger (1980) addressed the 
p o s itiv e  public re la t io n s  created  by public school p rovision  of a f te r ­
school ch ild  care p ro je c ts . She a lso  s ta ted  th a t a fte r-sch o o l day care 
was a d e te rre n t to  school vandalism re su ltin g  from the increased hours 
the f a c i l i t i e s  were occupied. According to one school p r in c ip a l who f e l t  
very comfortable about the program in  h is  school and suggested the  a f t e r ­
school program a t tra c te d  more ch ild ren  to h is  school which he considered 
an a s se t (S e ltz e r , 1980).
The tra d it io n a l  sources of f in a n c ia l support fo r ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  
were discussed by Dana Friedman (1979). Unique so lu tio n s  fo r  funding 
p ro je c ts  were presented along with h e lp fu l resources and to o ls  fo r ch ild  
care  advocacy.
School-age Child Care Task Force
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The step s  Involved In the form ulation of a  ta sk  fo rce to promote 
school-age day care were suggested by Richard Schofield (1979) re su ltin g  
from h is  work w ith the Davidson County (Tennessee) School-age Day Care 
Task Force, The following step s  were taken In s e tt in g  up a task  force 
to a c t as a co a litio n  supporting a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care in  the community.
He suggested the following step s  in  the form ulation of a ta sk  fo rce:
1 . Recognition of need fo r task  fo rce ,
2. I n i t i a l  con tact of ind iv iduals in  the task  fo rce ,
3. I n i t i a l  meeting of the task  fo rce ,
4. Indiv idual committees se le c ted ,
5. Committee task s  accomplished, and
6. The reassem bling of the f u l l  ta sk  force fo r  committee rep o rts .
School D is tr ic t  Responsiveness to Heeds 
of Working Parents
E ffo rts  to make school d i s t r i c t s  more responsive to  the ch ild  care 
needs of working parents was not an easy task , according to  James A,
Levine and M ichelle S e ltze r (1980). Public schools were one of the 
n a t io n 's  most es tab lish ed  in s t i tu t io n s  while day care was considered by 
many to  be a new in s t i tu t io n  improperly stigm atized as a serv ice  used by 
the poor. Attempts to  b ring  the two together fo r provision  of a f te r ­
school ch ild  care o ften  met with re s is ta n c e  from school ad m in istra to rs , 
as w ell as from p r iv a te  profit-m aking day care operations and taxpayers 
a t  la rg e .
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Establishment of a Non-profit:
Child Cara Agency
An ac tio n  guide fo r  the establishm ent of a non -p ro fit ch ild  care 
agency was prepared by the Texas Department of Human Resources (1980).
The guide was based on experiences o f  launching, m aintaining and expanding 
Extend-A-Care, a p riv a te , non -p ro fit agency serving more than 800 
ch ild ren . A b r ie f  p ro f ile  of the agency was included along with an 
o u tlin e  fo r program s ta r t-u p .
Wheelock Conference on School-age Child Care
A c o lle c tio n  of papers w ritten  by program d ire c to rs , parents and 
advocates were assembled by Andrea Genser and C liffo rd  Baden (1980) from 
a conference held a t  Wheelock College in  June, 1979. A rtic le s  were 
offered  on the needs of school-age ch ild ren , d esc rip tio n s  of program 
models, s ta f f  development is su e s , evaluation , and p aren t/B taff re la t io n ­
sh ips. The c o lle c tio n  concluded with a d iscussion  of po licy  issues and 
fu tu re  d ire c tio n s  fo r school-age ch ild  care .
Federal Government's Role in  the Provision 
of Child Care
The re la tio n sh ip  between the fed era l government's ch ild  core 
programs and p o lic ie s , and the fed e ra l goal of equal opportunity  fo r 
women were discussed in  Child Care and Equal Opportunity fo r Women. 1981. 
The rep o rt appraised the laws and p o lic ie s  of th e  fed e ra l government with 
resp ec t to  the provision  of ch ild  ca re  serv ices  examining whether those 
p o lic ie s  re su lted  in  d iscrim ination  o r den ial o f equal p ro tec tio n  of the 
laws on the  b as is  of sex.
Summary
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When examining the l i t e r a tu r e  on school-age ch ild  care  i t  became 
apparent th a t ,  although some programs had ex isted  fo r decades, the 
c o lle c tio n  of so p h is tica ted  research  and d a ta  on school-age ch ild  care 
was in  the  Infancy stage . A growing need fo r  development of programs, 
on a n a tio n a l sca le , was supported by s t a t i s t i c s .
A dm inistrative o rgan iza tion , financing , c u rr ic u la , and s ta f f in g  
p a tte rn s  were v aried , but the l i t e r a tu r e  ind icated  need to provide fo r 
the unique developmental needs of the ch ild ren  in  ca re . The problem of 
how to  address the tra in in g  and s ta f f  development needs of those involved 
in  de liv ery  of care fo r  school-age ch ild ren  remained unanswered. A 
le g a l decision  rendered on the appropriateness of public school p a r t ic i ­
pation  in  the provision  of a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care in  the  Commonwealth 
of V irg in ia  was repo rted .
Chapter 3
METHODS ADD PROCEDURES
This chapter was designed to present a d esc rip tio n  of the study, 
the procedures followed, the se le c tio n  of programs to be surveyed, the 
design of the instrum ent used, a d escrip tio n  of o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s ,  the 
research  questions te s te d , and the methods u t i l iz e d  in  analyzing data 
co llec ted .
D escription of the Study
The study was d esc rip tiv e  in  design, having used the questionnaire  
method fo r c o lle c tin g  d a ta . The study was undertaken to analyze the 
ad m in istra tive  s tru c tu re , s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of 
a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts , and on the b as is  of th is  inform ation 
combined w ith the l i t e r a tu r e  review, to develop gu idelines fo r  planning 
fu tu re  a f te r-sc h o o l ch ild  care p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school 
d i s t r i c t s .
Procedures
In  developing th is  study the following steps were taken:
1. A fter an i n i t i a l  review of l i t e r a tu r e  r e la t in g  to  a fte r-sch o o l 
ch ild  care  cen te rs  the researcher met in  October, 19B1, w ith the W ellesley 
School-age Child Care Technical A ssistance P ro je c t, School o f Education, 
Tennessee S ta te  U niversity , to d iscuss the s ta tu s  of school-age ch ild  
care  programs in  the Upper East Tennessee region.
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2. The Tennessee Volunteers fo r Children Conference was held In 
N ashville , Tennessee in  December, 1981, where meetings were held w ith 
th ree  d ire c to rs  of p ro je c ts  who had developed school-age ch ild  care 
programs in  the region .
3. An ERIC search on la tch -key  ch ild ren  and a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care 
programs was conducted.
4 . A survey of the l i t e r a tu r e  on school-age ch ild  care  was 
conducted.
5. Indiv idual meetings with superin tendents of schools from B ris to l, 
Tennessee and E lizabeth ton , Tennessee were held to  d iscuss the f e a s ib i l i ty  
of s ta r t in g  a fte r-sch o o l c h ild  care  programs in  th e ir  d i s t r i c t s .
6. A meeting with the superin tendents of schools from the Upper 
East Tennessee Education Cooperative was conducted on May 6, 1982. The 
superin tendents of the cooperative, o r UETEC (an in ta c t  group represen ting  
the 12 school d i s t r i c t s  o f the Upper East Tennessee a re a ) , were informed 
of cu rren t th inking  about school-age ch ild  care fo r  ch ild ren  ages 5 
through 13 which could be developed in to  p ro je c ts  fo r th e ir  re sp ec tiv e  
d i s t r i c t s ,
7. A survey instrum ent was developed and submitted to a panel of 
experts fo r  v a lid a tio n  (Appendix B).
8. The attem pt was made to Id en tify  a l l  school-age ch ild  care 
p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public schools in  the s ta te s  o f Kentucky, West 
V irg in ia , V irg in ia , Tennessee, North C arolina, South C arolina, and 
Georgia.
9. The instrum ent was d is tr ib u te d , completed and re tu rned .
10. O n-site  v i s i t s  to th ree  c i t i e s  having a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care
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p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  were conducted.
11. The data  from returned  instrum ents were compiled and analyzed,
12. G uidelines were formulated from an a ly sis  of the da ta , the 
survey of l i t e r a tu r e  and the o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s .
The Survey Instrument
An instrum ent was developed to a s s i s t  in  answering the research  
questions s ta ted  in  Chapter 1 (Appendix B). Various formats were 
discussed regarding the instrum ent, and from input of personnel working 
in  the W ellesley School-age Child Care P ro je c t, and the re se a rc h e r 's  
doc to ra l advisory committee, a sp e c if ic  format was se le c ted . I t  was 
decided by the docto ral advisory committee th a t the ex p ertise  s ta tu s  of 
the W ellesley P ro jec t personnel would be acceptable fo r  determining the 
v a l id i ty  of the Instrum ent. Three telephone conversations were held with 
personnel from the W ellesley P ro jec t to determine i f  the  content and 
format of the survey instrum ent would adequately measure the adm inistra­
t iv e  s tru c tu re , s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of school-age 
ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s .  A ll 
suggestions from the W ellesley P ro jec t were incorporated in to  the survey 
Instrum ent. A copy of the instrum ent was then forwarded to the p ro jec t 
d ire c to r  w ith a w ritten  request fo r ad d itio n a l rev is io n s  to  the in s tru ­
ment. The d ire c to r  of the W ellesley P ro jec t confirmed th a t  the 
Instrument would e l i c i t  responses concerning the  ad m in istra tive  s tru c tu re , 
s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of school-age ch ild  care 
p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s .
S election  of P ro jec ts
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P a rtic ip a n ts  fo r the study were se lec ted  from seven s ta te s  which 
included: Georgia, Kentucky, North Carolina, South C arolina, Tennessee,
V irg in ia , and West V irg in ia . A l i s t  o f a l l  school-age ch ild  care 
p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  in  each of the  seven 
s ta te s  was obtained from the lic en s in g  agent of the S ta te  Department of 
Human Services, o r comparable u n it ,  by telephoning the lic e n s in g  agent 
requesting  such a l i s t ,  and explaining the purpose of the req u est. A 
follow-up phone c a l l  was made 2 weeks l a te r  to the lic e n s in g  agent who 
had not responded to  the req u est. The advisory committee determined th a t 
a minimum re tu rn  of 25% of the id e n tif ie d  p ro jec ts  shoudl respond.
Data C ollection
A fter approval was granted by the  docto ra l advisory committee to 
pursue the study, each p a r tic ip a n t was mailed an instrum ent along with 
a cover l e t t e r  explaining the  purpose of the study, s o lic i t in g  th e ir  
responses, and assu ring  them access to the co llec ted  data (see Appendices 
A and B). Included was a stamped, se lf-add ressed  envelope to  be used 
to re tu rn  the instrum ent. The docto ra l advisory committee had previously 
agreed th a t a 25% re tu rn  from each of the seven s ta te s  (rep resen ting  a 
minimum of 15 instrum ents) would be adequate fo r an a ly s is . When the 
predetermined percentage of re tu rn s  was obtained , the da ta  were analyzed. 
The r e s u l ts  a re  presented in  Chapter 4.
On-Site V is ita tio n  of Selected P ro jec ts
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Three se lec ted  communities w ith Id e n tif ie d  school-age ch ild  care  
p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  were v is i te d .  The 
w illingness to cooperate In th e  study was a fa c to r  in  the p ro jec t 
se le c tio n . A telephone c a l l  was made to each adm in istra tive  d ire c to r  in 
the id e n tif ie d  areas to grant or deny perm ission fo r  th e ir  p ro je c ts  to  
be used In  the study. A fter receiv ing  perm ission to use the p ro jec ts  
in  the  study, a telephone c a l l  was made to the ad m in istra tiv e  d ire c to r  
to confirm the date and time of the v is i ta t io n  and to explain  the 
procedures to  be followed in  the v is i ta t io n .  A l e t t e r  was sen t to each 
d ire c to r  confirming the date and time of the v is i ta t io n .
The d ire c to r  of each p ro je c t v is i te d  was asked to complete a survey 
instrum ent. The d ire c to rs ' responses to the instrum ent were not 
v a lid a ted . One p ro jec t in  operation  was observed in  each of the th ree  
communities v is i te d .  The questions of the  survey instrum ent served as 
the gu idelines fo r these observations. A l e t t e r  was sent to  each 
d ire c to r  expressing app rec ia tion  fo r the opportunity  to  v i s i t  th e ir  
p ro je c ts .
Data A nalysis
Data from the study designed to  determine ad m in istra tiv e  s tru c tu re , 
s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  o f se lec ted  a f te r-sch o o l 
ch ild  care p ro je c ts , were analyzed by repo rting  raw data  and percentage 




The data  analyses were reported  to  answer the research  questions:
Research Question 1
What were the types of ad m in istra tive  s tru c tu re  demonstrated by 
a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro jec ts?  This question was answered through 
responses to the survey and the  o n -s lte  v is i ta t io n s .
Research Question 2
Did the p ro je c ts  surveyed req u ire  s im ilar s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  fo r 
I n i t i a l  employment? This question was answered through responses to 
the survey and the o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n .
Research Question 3
Did the p ro je c ts  surveyed u t i l i z e  s im ilar s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s?  This 
question was answered through responses to the survey and the o n -s ite  
v is i ta t io n .
Research Question 4
Did the l i t e r a tu r e  in d ica te  prescribed s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s?  This 
question was answered through a review of l i t e r a tu r e  and was presented 
in  Chapter 2,
Research Question 5
Did the  l i t e r a tu r e  s ta te  prescribed s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  in  
behavioral terms? This question was answered through a review of 
l i t e r a tu r e  and was presented in  Chapter 2.
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Research Question 6
What was the a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  of p ro je c ts  surveyed? This question 
was answered through responses to the survey and the o n -s lte  v is i ta t io n s .
Research Question 7
Did the p ro jec ts  surveyed u t i l i z e  a s ta f f  development program? This 
question was answered through responses to  the survey and the o n -s lte  
v is i ta t io n s .
Research Question 8
Which of the s ta te s  included in  the  study required  prescribed 
standards fo r a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school 
d is t r ic t s ?  This question was answered by telephone Interview s w ith the 
ind iv idual s ta te  lic en sin g  agents of the Departments of Human Serv ices.
Research Question 9
Did the data co llec ted  in d ica te  s im i la r i t ie s  among s ta te s  of 
prescribed standards fo r a fte r-sch o o l p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public 
school d is t r ic t s ?  This question was answered through responses to  the 
survey and o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s .
Summary
The methods and procedures used to  conduct the study were presented 
in  th is  chap ter. A survey instrum ent was constructed to e l i c i t  data  on 
adm in istra tive  s tru c tu re , s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of 
se lec ted  a f te r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school 
d i s t r i c t s .  The instrum ent was v a lid a ted  and mailed to p ro jec ts  in  f iv e
of the seven se lec ted  s ta te s .  O n-slte  v is i ta t io n s  to th ree  communities 
w ith Id e n tif ie d  p ro je c ts  were conducted. When the data were co lle c te d , 
the data  were analyzed. Guidelines were developed from the find ings of 
the study, the survey of l i t e r a tu r e ,  and the  o n -s lte  v is i ta t io n s .
Chapter 4
PRESENTATION OF DATA AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS
The purpose of th is  study was to determine adm in istra tive  s tru c tu re , 
s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  o f se lected  school-age ch ild  
care p ro je c ts ; and to develop gu idelines fo r  planning p ro jec ts  adminis­
tered by public school d i s t r i c t s .
P resen ta tion  of the Data
The s ta te  ch ild  care  lic e n s in g  agents of the Departments of Human 
Services, and/or the Departments of Education from the  s ta te s  o f Kentucky, 
West V irg in ia , V irg in ia , Tennessee, North C arolina, South C arolina, and 
Georgia were contacted to determine the names and lo ca tio n s  of the 
school-age ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  in  
th e ir  re sp ec tiv e  s ta te s .  Of the seven s ta te s  se lec ted  fo r the study,
West V irg in ia  and Kentucky had no school-age ch ild  care p ro jec ts  adminis­
tered  by public Bchool d i s t r i c t s  known to th e ir  Departments of Human 
Services o r S ta te  Departments of Education (see Appendix F). However,
60 p ro je c ts  were id e n tif ie d  in  the s ta te s  o f V irg in ia , Tennessee, North 
Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia.
The questionnaire  was d is tr ib u te d  to  the d ire c to rs  o f the 60 
id e n tif ie d  p ro je c ts . Respondents to  the  study included 19 d ire c to rs  
represen ting  45 p ro je c ts , o f which 42 p ro je c ts  met the l im ita tio n s  fo r 
the study, y ie ld in g  a re tu rn  of 70%. These were id e n tif ie d  in  Table 8.
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Table 8
Responses to  Survey of School-age Child Care P ro jec ts  Administered 
by Public School D is tr ic ts  of Seven Selected S ta tes
S ta te
P ro jec ts




Returned Instrum ents 





Georgia 7 4 4 57
Kentucky 0 0 0 0
North Carolina 19a 15 15 79
South Carolina 9 3 0 0
Tennessee 3 2 2 66
V irginia 22 21 21 95
West V irginia 0 0 0 0
Total 60 45 42 X -  70
^ h e  adm in istrative d ire c to rs  of the 19 p ro jec ts  id e n tif ie d  in North Carolina were surveyed by 
o n -s lte  v is i ta t io n s .  These v is i ta t io n s  were conducted in  Raleigh (Wake County), Durham (Durham County), 
and Boone (Watauga County), North Carolina.
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The 19 d ire c to rs  who responded to the  survey represented  42 p ro jec ts  
which were Included In the  following an a ly s is  of da ta .
Research Question 1
What were the types of ad m in istra tiv e  s tru c tu re  demonstrated by 
a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro jects?
The d ire c to rs  o f the 42 p ro je c ts  Included In the study reported  use 
of the  follow ing types of ad m in istra tive  s tru c tu re :
1. The program was adm inistered by an ind iv idual from the school 
d i s t r i c t  c e n tra l o f f ic e  under the auspices o f community education.
2. A d ire c to r , located  a t  each p ro jec t s i t e ,  was one of the 
follow ing:
a . school p rin c ip a l
b. school d i s t r i c t  teacher working e ith e r  p a r t ,  or fu ll- t im e , 
as a f te r-sc h o o l p ro je c t d ire c to r .
3. The p ro je c t was adm inistered jo in t ly  by the  lo ca l Community 
Education Program and the YWCA (Young Women's C h ristian  A ssocia tion ).
Research Question 2
Did the p ro jec ts  surveyed requ ire  s im ila r  s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  for 
i n i t i a l  employment?
I n i t i a l  employment fo r  the d ire c to r /le a d  teacher p o s itio n  was 
dependent upon Board of Education endorsement to  teach in  each of the 
re sp ec tiv e  s ta te s  included in  the study. The d ire c to rs ' areas of 
endorsement fo r teaching included: elementary education, ch ild
psychology, re c re a tio n , and ea rly  childhood education.
The po sitio n  of aide was le s s  c le a r ly  defined and was c la s s if ie d  as
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a n o n -c e rtif ie d  p o s itio n . The ra tio n a le  given fo r th is  vas th a t  the 
Ind iv idual sought fo r th is  p o s itio n  needed experience working with 
ch ild ren , but was not required  to  possess teaching c re d e n tia ls . The 
academic and e x p e rien tia l background of these ind iv id u als  included 
p roficiency  in  s k i l l  a reas ( a r t ,  music, and rec rea tio n ) which would be 
of value in  program d e liv ery .
Research Question 3
Did the p ro je c ts  surveyed u t i l i z e  s im ila r s ta f f in g  pa tterns?
The p ro je c ts  surveyed in  the study ind icated  use of one of the 
follow ing s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  determined by the number of ch ild ren  served 
in  a given groups: one teacher, lead  teacher and a id e , or lead  teacher
and more than one a id e .
The p o s itio n s  of aide included in d iv id u a ls  who did not possess 
teaching c re d e n tia ls  and were, th e re fo re , termed "n o n -ce rtif lea ted "  
employees o f th e ir  re sp ec tiv e  Boards of Education and were categorized 
in  the follow ing manner:
1. CETA employees (Comprehensive Employment and T raining A ct),
2. Senior c i t iz e n s ,
3. High school studen ts ( in  Child Development c la s s ) ,
4. Undergraduate studen ts ,
5. Community vo lun teers, and
6. P aren ts.
Research Question 4
Did the l i t e r a tu r e  in d ica te  prescribed  s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s?  
According to  the l i t e r a tu r e  surveyed fo r the study, the most o ften
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mentioned c h a ra c te r is t ic  fo r se le c tio n  of q u a lified  personnel was a 
knowledge of c h ild re n 's  varying developmental needs and the  a b i l i ty  to  
convert these needs in to  v iab le  programming. Id e n tif ie d  necessary s k i l l s  
recognized In the l i t e r a tu r e  were:
1. Assessment techniques,
2. A b ility  to help ch ild ren  develop problem solving s k i l l s ,
3. A b ility  to convert community values in to  c h ild re n 's  acquired 
s k i l l s ,
4. Recreation tra in in g  fo r  program planning,
5 . A b ility  to develop c re a tiv e  lea rn in g  experiences In non- 
t ra d lt io n a l  s e tt in g s ,
6. A b ility  to s e t  behavioral l im its  fo r  ch ild ren  and to  enforce 
these l im its  in  a non-punitive manner, and
7. A b ility  to be an unobatrusive lead er who provides a firm  support 
base fo r  ch ild ren .
Research Question 5
Did the l i t e r a tu r e  s ta te  prescribed  s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  in 
behavioral terms?
The l i t e r a tu r e ,  while s e tt in g  some param eters fo r  considera tion , 
did not in d ica te  measurable methods by which in d iv id u a ls  could be 
adequately evaluated p r io r  to i n i t i a l  employment. I t  was also  unclear 
as  to  what p r io r  education or employment background was of most value 
when seeking a q u a lified  employee. The l i t e r a tu r e  ind icated  controversy 
concerning adequacy of p reparation  of ea rly  childhood majors and elementary 
education majors fo r  th is  n o n -trad itio n a l academic s e tt in g .
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Research Question 6
What was the ad u lt/ch U d  r a t io  □£ p ro je c ts  surveyed?
The a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  averaged 1:14. The h ighest reported  
a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  was 1:20 while the lowest reported  r a t io  was 1 :8 .
Since s a la r ie s  o f personnel comprised the h ighest expenditure of 
program funding, the a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  was th erefo re  dependent upon the 
p ro je c t 's  a b i l i ty  to absorb the  sa la ry  expenditures. The f in a n c ia l 
s ta b i l i ty  of a p ro je c t d ire c t ly  d ic ta ted  th e  add itions to , o r d e le tio n s  
o f , personnel. There was a d ire c t  c o rre la tio n  between the number of 
ch ild ren  enro lled  (fees  charged) and the number of employees which the 
program could support. While the W ellesley P ro jec t advocated an 
a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  o f 1:10, th e  p ro je c ts  surveyed ind ica ted  th a t a r a t io  
of 1:15 was more economically fe a s ib le .
Research Question 7
Did the p ro je c ts  surveyed u t i l i z e  a s ta f f  development program?
Of the 42 included p ro je c ts , 29 ind ica ted  u t i l i z a t io n  of a s ta f f  
development program, while two p ro je c ts  did not respond to the question . 
The types of s ta f f  development programs were termed both formal and 
Inform al. Some p ro je c ts  ind ica ted  th a t s ta f f  development was p a r t of 
s ta f f  o r ie n ta tio n  and in -se rv ic e  education fo r employees of the  e n tire  
school d i s t r i c t .  Other p ro je c ts  c i te d  u t i l i z a t io n  of inform al, in te rn a l 
s ta f f  development p ro je c ts . The m ajority  o f p ro je c ts  (36 of 42) 
ind icated  need fo r s ta f f  development m a te ria ls  (formal and informal 
teaching aldeB) on to p ics  such b b  a r t ,  c r a f t s ,  music, physical education 
and re c re a tio n , management techniques, d is c ip lin e , curriculum  development,
50
program planning on a r e s t r ic te d  budget, and school-community re la t io n s .
The most o ften  id e n tif ie d  problem concerning s ta f f  development was 
the In a b ili ty  to  find  time away from the provision of ch ild  care  in 
which to develop a s a tis fa c to ry  program.
Research Question B
Which of the s ta te s  Included In the study required  prescribed 
standards fo r a f te r-sc h o o l p ro je c ts  adm inistered by the public school 
d i s t r ic t s ?
A ll lic en sin g  agents o f the Departments of Human Services of the 
seven s ta te s  included in  the study Indicated  th a t th e ir  respective  s ta te s  
had prescribed standards fo r  a f te r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts . Agents 
from s ix  of the seven s ta te s  forwarded copies o f these standards to the 
re sea rc h e r .
While i t  was determined th a t  f iv e  of the seven s ta te s  included in 
the study were found to have school-age ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered 
by th e ir  public school d i s t r i c t s ,  i t  was found th a t these  fiv e  s ta te s  
exempted such programs from lic e n su re . The only a fte r-sch o o l p ro jec ts  
under the licen sin g  ju r is d ic t io n  of the Departments of Human Services 
were those p ro jec ts  provided by p riv a te  agencies or groups, and/or day 
care f a c i l i t i e s .
The licen s in g  agents ind ica ted  s im i la r i t ie s  among th e ir  ra tio n a le  
concerning lic e n s in g  of school-age ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by 
public school d i s t r i c t s .  School d i s t r i c t s  were considered to be under 
ca re fu l s ta te  sc ru tin y  fo r  compliance with S ta te  Department of Education 
standards fo r the p rov ision  of q u a lity  programming. Compliance with
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these standards were considered su ff ic ie n t  fo r  the provision of 
s a tis fa c to ry  school-age ch ild  care p ro je c ts .
Research Question 9
Did the  data co llec ted  in d ica te  s im ila r i t ie s  among s ta te s  of 
prescribed  standards fo r a f te r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered 
by public school d is t r ic ts ?
Two s ta te s ,  Kentucky and West V irg in ia , were found to have no 
school-age ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  
as determined by th e ir  resp ec tiv e  Departments o f Human Services and 
S ta te  Departments of Education (see Appendix F )• The f iv e  remaining 
s ta te s  including Georgia, North Carolina, South C arolina, Tennessee, and 
V irg in ia , while having sp ec ific  standards fo r a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care 
p ro je c ts  adm inistered by day care p rov iders, did not include p ro je c ts  
adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  under th e ir  licen sin g  ju r is d ic t io n .
O n-site  V is ita tio n s
The communities se lec ted  fo r  o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s  met th e  c r i te r io n  
of having a f te r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by th e ir  public 
school d i s t r i c t s .  The communities included Raleigh (Wake County), North 
Carolina (f iv e  p ro je c ts ) ; Durham (Durham County), North Carolina (11 
p ro je c ts ) ;  and Boone (Watauga County), North C arolina (th ree  p ro je c ts  
a t two s i t e s ) .
Ind iv iduals  who had adm in istra tive  re sp o n s ib il i ty  fo r these  19 
p ro je c ts  were the D irectors of Community Education fo r th e ir  respec tive  
Boards of Education. A fter-school ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered
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by public school d i s t r i c t s  In  the s ta te  of North Carolina were under the 
ad m in istra tive  re sp o n s ib ili ty  o f th e ir  re sp ec tiv e  Departments of 
Community Education.
The I n i t i a l  purpose fo r  establishm ent o f a f te r-sch o o l ch ild  care 
p ro je c ts  varied  with each community v is i te d .  The p ro je c ts  in  Raleigh 
were designed to meet a component of th e ir  o v e ra ll desegregation proposal. 
S ite s  were chosen in  the  hopes th a t paren ts would v o lu n ta rily  bring 
w hite ch ild ren  in to  predominately black schools fo r th e ir  a f te r-sc h o o l 
ch ild  care p ro je c ts . I t  was f e l t  th is  voluntary  desegregation plan had 
worked successfu lly  in  Raleigh. The e f fo r t  was continuing a t  f iv e  
"magnet-school" s i t e s .
P ro jec ts  in  the Durham and Watauga County Schools (North Carolina) 
were estab lish ed  in  response to expressed need of parents fo r a f t e r ­
school ch ild  care . The number of ch ild ren  needing care exceeded the 
number of day care f a c i l i t y  openings. Parents ind icated  in te r e s t  in , 
and support fo r ,  p ro je c ts  which offered  q u a lity  programming a t  minimal 
expense. Assignment and u t i l iz a t io n  of permanent space a l lo t te d  to 
a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts  varied  according to the  physical lim ita tio n s  of 
each s i t e  v is i te d ,  and the  number of ch ild ren  en ro lled  in  each p ro je c t.
O n-site  v is i ta t io n s  with those ad m in istra tiv e ly  responsib le  fo r  
a f te r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  ind ica ted  strong  support, a t  the school 
d i s t r i c t  le v e l, fo r  a f te r-sc h o o l p ro je c ts  which were perceived as 
meeting the expressed needs o f the community. The school d i s t r i c t  
rep re sen ta tiv es  expressed pride in  th e ir  a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts , and 
were supportive of e f fo r ts  to improve th e ir  d e liv e ry  system.
A nalysis of Findings
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In ad d itio n  to the data  co llec ted  to answer the research  questions, 
the following inform ation was summarised and reported  to  provide a more 
extensive understanding o f a fte r-sch o o l p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public 
school d i s t r i c t s .
Demographic Data
Demographic data ind icated  th a t the so c io lo g ica l make-up of p ro je c ts  
represented  the follow ing types o f communities:
522 urban 
172 suburban 
72 ru ra l
242 mixed (rep resen ting  more than one type of community).
Parents whose ch ild ren  were enro lled  In a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care 
p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  represented the 
following economic le v e ls :  poverty (662), low (802), moderate (852),
and middle/upper middle (852), P ro jec ts  were designed to serve a l l  
economic le v e ls .
Employee S a la rie s  and B enefits
P ro jec t d ire c to rs /le a d  teachers were sa la ried  according to th e ir  
s ta tu s  as c e r t i f ie d  or n o n -ce rtlf led  employees of the school d i s t r i c t  in  
which they were employed. The d i r e c to r 's  average annual s a la ry  ranged 
from $3,000 to $5,000. Aides were paid on an hourly b as is  from $3 to  $5. 
The m ajority  of p ro je c ts  surveyed did not req u ire  employees to  sign 
c o n tra c ts . The d ire c to rs /le a d  teachers had b en efit packages which
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Included s ick  leave and h o sp ita liz a tio n , while the aides d id  not have 
b en e fits  of any type.
Advantages of Public School 
D is tr ic ts  Providing A fte r- 
School Care
D irecto rs were asked to explain  why they believed a fte r-sch o o l ch ild
care p ro je c ts  belonged in  the public schools. Among the  reasons c ited
were:
1. Low cost to p aren ts ,
2. Easy tra n s i t io n  from school day to  a f te r-sc h o o l p ro je c t,
3. Optimum u t i l iz a t io n  of school f a c i l i t i e s ,
4 . Minimal tra n sp o rta tio n  problems,
5 . Extra income fo r school personnel,
6. Meeting needs o f fam ilie s ,
7. P aren ta l confidence In q u a lity  of programs, and
8. Good educational resources of school d i s t r i c t s .
Problems Experienced by Public 
School D is tr ic ts  Providing 
A fter-School Child Care
The problems experienced by p ro je c ts  housed in  public schools
included:
1. Limited space,
2. Length of day fo r ch ild ren ,
3. Program must be f le x ib le ,
4. Security  problems fo r shared space,
5. Carry-over o f d isc ip lin e  problems, and
6. P ro jec ts  d istu rbed  teachers remaining in  classroom s.
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Of the p ro je c ts  responding to the survey, a l l  provided a f te r-sch o o l 
care , while several provided before-school care . A l im ita tio n  noted by 
several d ire c to rs  was th e ir  cu rren t in a b i l i ty  to provide se rv ices  fo r 
the ch ild ren  on teacher work days, school ho lidays, and during summer 
vacations. I t  was determined th a t Durham County Schools provided a day 
camp fo r  ch ild ren  during summer vacation .
Id e n tif ied  S trengths of P ro jec ts
Those elements l i s t e d  by d ire c to rs  as s tren g th s  of th e ir  p ro je c ts  
included:
1. Low a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io ,
2. V ariety o f a c t iv i t i e s  fo r ch ild ren ,
3. Strong rapport w ith paren ts,
4 . Lack of d isc ip lin e  problems,
5. Good school-community re la t io n s ,
6. Access to community resources,
7. Low co st to  paren ts,
8 . A b ility  to  a id  c h ild ren  with academic s k i l l s
9. Enrichment o ffe r in g s ,
10. Q ualified personnel,
11. Good knowledge of ind iv idual ch ild ren , and
12. Strong p a ren ta l and adm in istra tive  support.
Id e n tif ie d  Weaknesses of P ro jec ts
Those elements considered by d ire c to rs  as weaknesses of th e ir  
p ro je c ts  Included the  follow ing:
1. Lack of permanent space,
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2. No program during holidays and summer vacation,
3. Few f ie ld  t r ip s ,
4. Some ch ild ren  need change of environment,
5 . Lack of long term planning,
6. S a la rie s  not commensurate w ith r e s p o n s ib il i t ie s ,  and
7. No b en e fit package fo r employees.
Id e n tif ie d  Needs of P ro jec ts
The d ire c to rs  were asked to  id e n tify  p a r t ic u la r  needs of th e ir  
resp ec tiv e  p ro je c ts . Included in  th e ir  l i s t i n g  were:
1 . A dditional space fo r p ro je c ts ,
2. T ransportation  fo r f ie ld  t r ip s ,
3. Expansion of s ta f f  development program,
4. Lower a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io ,
5. A dditional funding,
6. Long range program planning,
7. D ivision of ch ild ren  in to  age groups,
8. S ta ff  support on d is tr ic t-w id e  le v e l,  and
9. Low enrollm ent.
Unique Components of P ro jec ts
The d ire c to rs  were asked why, in  th e ir  opinion, were th e ir  p ro jec ts  
unique? Among the Items l i s te d  were the follow ing:
1. Number o f years in  operation  (A rlington County, V irg in ia—14 
y e a rs ) ,
2 . V ariety  of experience provided fo r ch ild ren ,
3. Broad base of community support,
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4. Large number of ch ild ren  en ro lled ,
5. Low cost to paren ts,
6. Understanding o f needs o f each ch ild  In p ro je c t,
7. Involvement of p ro je c t in  a c t iv i t i e s  of the community,
8 . Inclusion  of before-school care , and
9* Support demonstrated by s ta f f  fo r  each ch ild  In  p ro je c t.
Planning of A dditional P ro jec ts
The d ire c to rs  were asked to  comment on what they would do d if fe re n tly  
i f  they were planning a d d itio n a l p ro je c ts . Those Items mentioned 
included:
1. Provide adequate permanent space fo r p ro je c ts ,
2. Charge higher fees  to paren ts,
3. Carry out r e g is tra t io n  the preceding Spring fo r enrollm ent in  
F a ll p ro je c t,
4 . E s tab lish  behavioral l im ita tio n s  fo r  ch ild ren  agreed to by 
parents and s ta f f ,
5. Increase s a la r ie s  fo r s ta f f ,  and
G. Conduct community needs assessment to determine broad-based 
f in a n c ia l support fo r p ro je c t.
Summary
The analyses of data were reported  In th is  chapter. The re s u l ts  
were based upon an a ly s is  of survey instrum ents returned  by 19 d ire c to rs , 
rep resen ting  42 a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public 
school d i s t r i c t s  in  fiv e  se lec ted  s ta te s  which included: V irg in ia ,
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Tennessee, North Carolina, South C arolina, and Georgia. This represented 
a response r a te  of 70%. The data were reported  to  answer the nine 
research  questions. A dditional data were reported  concerning the o n -s lte  
v is i ta t io n s ,  and the d ire c to rs ' responses to open-ended questions 
included on the survey Instrum ent.
Chapter 5
GUIDELINES FOR AFTER-SCHOOL CHILD CARE PROJECTS 
ADMINISTERED BY PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICTS
The follow ing gu idelines fo r  th e  establishm ent and operation  of 
a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  
were formulated to provide tech n ica l a ss is tan ce  to school d i s t r i c t s  in  
the design and de livery  of q u a lity  programs. The guidelines were based 
on inform ation gathered from the survey of l i t e r a tu r e ,  the r e s u l ts  
reported from the returned  survey instrum ents, and the o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s  
to a f te r-sc h o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school 
d i s t r i c t s .
Needs Assessment
1. Determine i f  school-age ch ild ren  in  your community need care 
a f te r  school.
2. Determine what ex is tin g  programs and resources a re  providing 
care fo r  school-age ch ild ren .
3. Determine i f  the in te re s t  expressed rep resen ts  a broad enough 
base to provide adequate p ro jec t funding through co lle c tio n  of paren ta l 
fees .
Goals and O bjectives
4. The p ro jec t should have w ritten  sp e c ific  purposes and goals.




5. The goals and o b jec tiv es  w ill serve as a b as is  fo r program 
planning.
6. Parents w ill b e tte r  understand the scope o f care provided through 
the s ta ted  goals and o b jec tiv es  of the  p ro je c t.
Program Funding
7. I f  the lo c a l school d i s t r i c t  provides prime sponsorship fo r  an 
a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro je c t, the p ro jec t should be fu lly  s e l f -  
supporting.
8. S lid ing fees can be charged to families based upon th e ir  family 
income.
9. I f  s ib lin g s  a re  en ro lled  in  a p ro je c t, fees  fo r each ad d itio n a l 
ch ild  should be p rog ressively  le s s  than the f i r s t  member o f each fam ily.
P o lic ie s
10. Each p ro je c t should have w ritten  opera tional p o lic ie s  and 
personnel p o lic ie s .
11. CopieB of o p era tio n a l, personnel, parent involvement, and 
fam ily se rv ice  p o lic ie s  should be kept on f i l e  and be made av a ilab le  to 
ind iv id u als  upon request.
12. A copy of p o lic ie s  should be discussed and made a v a ila b le  to 
paren ts a t  the time of enrollm ent o f th e ir  ch ild  in  the p ro je c t.
13. Copies of opera tional p o lic ie s  should be d is tr ib u te d  to  s ta f f  
members who w ill be kept apprised of a l l  changes in  p o lic ie s .
14. Personnel p o lic ie s  should be discussed with a l l  employees a t  
the time of employment.
Record Keeping
15. Each p ro je c t should m aintain ad m in istra tiv e  records which 
include:
Purpose and goals 
Personnel p o lic ie s  
O perational p o lic ie s  
Family serv ices 
Dates of f i r e  d r i l l s  
Attendance records 
Insurance inform ation 
Personnel records should include:
A pplications fo r  employment 
Medical records
S ta ff  development p a r tic ip a tio n  record 
Attendance records 
lime sheets  
Work schedules 
Job d esc rip tio n s  
Annual evaluations 
References 






16. A ll personnel and c h ild re n 's  records should be tre a ted  in  a 
co n fid en tia l manner.
Insurance
17. I t  i s  recommended th a t school d i s t r i c t s  Increase Insurance 
coverage to include p ro jec t employees and en ro lled  ch ild ren .
18. Insurance co s ts  should be prorated and Included in  c h ild re n 's
fe e s .
Hours of Operation
19. Hours o f operation  should be determined by the needs assessment 
and expressed needs o f p aren ts .
20. I f  need d ic ta te s ,  p ro je c ts  should be opened before school, 
during teacher work days, during school ho lidays, and during summer break.
21. A fter-school p ro je c ts  should remain open u n t i l  paren ts can 
pick up th e ir  ch ild ren  (usually  5:30 p.m. o r 6:00 p .m .).
Transpor ta  tio n
22. Parents should provide tra n sp o rta tio n  fo r  ch ild ren  who a tten d  
before-school p ro je c ts .
23. School d i s t r i c t s  should provide tra n sp o rta tio n  from each 
elementary school to  the a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c t s i t e .
24. Parents should pick up ch ild ren  from a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts .
A dm ininstratlve S tructu re
25. An ind iv idual appointed from the c e n tra l o f f ic e  should have
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ad m in istra tive  re sp o n s ib ili ty  fo r  to ta l  functioning of a f te r-sc h o o l 
p ro jec ts  w ith in  a school d i s t r i c t .
26. Each p ro jec t s i t e  should have a p ro je c t d ire c to r .
27. The p ro jec t d ire c to r  may be the school p r in c ip a l.
28. P ro jec ts  may be adm inistered by the community education program
of each school d i s t r i c t .
Physical F a c i l i t ie s
29. The outdoor play area should be safe and f re e  of safe ty  
hazards.
30. The outdoor play area should be away from the  roadway and 
t r a f f ic  flow.
31. In te r io r  space should be assigned to a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts ,
32. I t  i s  p referab le  th a t th is  space be permanently assigned to 
the a f te r-sch o o l p ro je c t.
33. The a fte r-sch o o l p ro jec t should be allowed access to lea rn in g
resources w ith in  the school bu ild ing  ( lib ra ry , media cen te r , and gym).
34. A fter-school p ro je c ts  should have adequate storage f a c i l i t i e s .
35. Food preparation  areas should meet a l l  s a n ita tio n  requirem ents 
of lo c a l Departments o f H ealth.
36. A qu ie t area should be provided fo r  ch ild ren  who wish to  re s t  
a f te r  coming from the formal school day.
Equipment
37. A v a r ie ty  of Indoor and outdoor equipment and m ate ria ls  should 




C reative a r t  Manipulation





Throwing, kicking, ro llin g  S lid ing
Manipulating Balancing
38. Furnishings and equipment should be ch ild  s ized , and adapted 
fo r safe play and e ffec tiv e  use by ch ild ren .
Population Served
39. Children e l ig ib le  fo r  enrollm ent should a tten d  an elementary 
school In the serv ice  a rea , and be en ro lled  in  the k indergarten  through 
s ix th  grade le v e l .
S ta ffin g  P atte rn s
40. There should be a lead teacher assigned to  each group of 
ch ild ren ,
41. Teaching a id es  a re  assigned to each group depending on the s ize  
o f the group and the a c t iv i ty  being conducted.
A dult/Child Ratio
t
42. An a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  of 1:10 Is  d es irab le  fo r program d e livery .
43. I t  1b recommended th a t the a d u lt/c h lld  r a t io  never exceed 1:20.
44. An a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io  of 1:15 I s  found to be economically
fe a s ib le  fo r most a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  which a re  s e l f -
supporting.
45. The a d u lt/c h lld  r a t io  I s  ca lcu la ted  from both paid and 
volunteer s ta f f  working with groups of ch ild ren .
S ta ff Q u alifica tio n s
46. The d ire c to r  and/or lead teacher should have p ra c tic a l 
knowledge of ch ild  development.
47. The d ire c to r  should show evidence of s k i l l s  necessary to  
manage an a f te r-sc h o o l p ro je c t.
48. S ta ff  members should be capable o f performing d u tie s  assigned 
by the d ire c to r  to carry  out programming.
49. A ll s ta f f  members should fu rn ish  w ritten  references a t te s t in g  
to th e ir  a b i l i t i e s  to ca re  fo r ch ild ren  in  an a fte r-sch o o l c h ild  care 
p ro je c t s e tt in g .
50. Teaching c re d e n tia ls  may be required  by some school d i s t r i c t s  
fo r the  p o s itio n  of d ire c to r /le a d  teacher.
51. Employees possessing sp e c ific  s k i l l s  to  be shared w ith the 
ch ild ren  a re  highly d e s ira b le .
S ta ff  Development
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52. There should be a regu lar s ta f f  development program u t i l iz in g  
a v a rie ty  of In s tru c tio n a l methods.
53. Employees should take p a rt In the planning of th e ir  s ta f f
development program.
54. Employees should be afforded the opportunity  to p a r t ic ip a te
In  school d i s t r i c t  In -se rv ice  education.
Program
55. The program space should be divided In to  Informal a c t iv i ty  
c e n te rs .
56. The program Bhould encourage the development of a positive 
self-image for individual participants.
57. A c tiv itie s  planned and made av a ilab le  fo r  the ch ild ren  might 
in c lu d e:
S elf-he lp  s k i l l s  (housekeeping s k i l l s )
Carpentry 
Pood experiences 
Water and sand play 
F ield  t r ip s  
Community awareness
Good h ea lth  and sa fe ty  h ab its  
Social awareness 
Improved academic s k i l l s  
Problem-solving s k i l l s
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Creative a r t  
Sewing
58. Children should have freedom to chooBe a c t iv i t i e s  and playmates.
59. Periods of ac tiv e  play should be in te rsp ersed  with qu ie t 
a c t iv i t i e s .
60. Children should be given the freedom of choice to se le c t 
a c t iv i t i e s  th a t a re  of high in te re s t  lev e l and are  s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g .
Parent Involvement
61. Parents should be encouraged and given the  opportunity  to 
p a r tic ip a te  in  a v a r ie ty  of ways in  the development and maintenance of 
programs.
62. Ind iv idual parent conferences should be conducted.
63. Day-to-day inform al communication between paren ts and s ta f f  
should be encouraged.
Family Services
64. A l i s t  of community serv ice  o rgan izations should be a v a ilab le  
to a l l  paren ts.
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Community Resources
65. F ield  t r ip s  to community f a c i l i t i e s  should be encouraged.
66. Community support fo r p ro je c ts  should be encouraged.
67. Community se rv ice  p ro je c ts  should be encouraged when developing 
program.
Program Evaluation
68. Bach a fte r-sch o o l p ro jec t should conduct program evaluation 
on a continuing b a s is .
69. Evaluation should be conducted by school d i s t r i c t  ad m in istra tio n , 
p aren ts, and p ro jec t s ta f f .
State-w ide Standards
70. Q uality  standards and gu idelines fo r BChool-age ch ild  care  
p ro je c ts  adm inistered by a public school d i s t r i c t  should be formulated 
by each S ta te  Department of Education.
Chapter 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter contains a summary, conclusions, and recommendations 
based on the an a ly s is  of d a ta .
Summary
The problem of th is  study was to determine the adm in istra tive  
s tru c tu re , s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s , and s ta f f in g  p a tte rn s  of se lected  
school-age ch ild  care p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s ,  
and to develop gu idelines fo r  planning fu tu re  p ro je c ts . The nine 
research  questions were:
1. What types of ad m in istra tiv e  s tru c tu re  were demonstrated by 
a f te r-sc h o o l ch ild  care p ro jec ts?
2. Would the p ro jec ts  surveyed req u ire  s im ila r s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  
fa r  i n i t i a l  employment?
3. Would the p ro jec ts  surveyed u t i l i z e  s im ila r s ta f f in g  patte rns?
4. Would the l i t e r a tu r e  in d ica te  prescribed s ta f f  q u a lifica tio n s?
5. Would the l i t e r a tu r e  s ta te  prescribed  s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  in
behavioral terms?
6. What was the  a d u lt/c h ild  r a t io s  of p ro je c ts  surveyed?
7. Would the p ro jec ts  surveyed in d ica te  u t i l iz a t io n  of a s ta f f  
development program?
8. Which o f the s ta te s  included in  the study required prescribed
standards fo r a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school
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d is t r ic t s ?
9. Would there  be s im ila r i t ie s  among s ta te s  o f prescribed standards 
fo r a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d is t r ic ts ?
The population fo r th is  study included the d ire c to rs  of id e n tif ie d  
a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  
of the seven se lec ted  s ta te s  Including Kentucky, West V irg in ia , V irg in ia , 
Tennessee, Worth C arolina, South C arolina, and Georgia. The sample 
included 19 d ire c to rs , rep resen ting  42 p ro je c ts , who responded from the 
known population. The th ree  o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n  lo ca tio n s  were purposely 
se lec ted .
The survey was designed (see Appendix B) to provide data  fo r answers 
to the research  questions. The survey instrum ent was v a lid a ted  by the 
W ellesley P ro jec t in  September, 1982 (see Appendix D). The Instrument 
was then d is tr ib u te d  to the se lected  d ire c to rs , and o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s  
were conducted during October, 1982. The p a r tic ip a tio n  r a te  in  th e  study 
was 70%. A fter one month, data c o lle c tio n  was discontinued , as the 
minimum number o f re tu rn s  had been surpassed.
I t  was determined th a t only f iv e  o f the  seven s ta te s  included in 
the survey provided school-age ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public 
school d i s t r i c t s .  The m ajority  o f p ro je c ts  included in  th is  study were 
adm inistered by the community education program of the public school 
d i s t r i c t .  A c e n tra l o f f ic e  employee, u su a lly  the D irector of Community 
Education, assumed o v e ra ll ad m in istra tiv e  re sp o n s ib ili ty  fo r each p ro je c t. 
Indiv idual p ro je c ts  had o n -s ite  d ire c to rs  and/or lead teacher. Each 
p ro je c t was s ta ffed  w ith groups of teachers and a ides who delivered  the 
program fo r the a fte r-sch o o l p ro je c t. S ta ff  Included both p ro fessional
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and non-professional employees who met prescribed  job q u a lif ic a tio n s  
estab lish ed  fo r school d i s t r i c t  employees.
The l i t e r a tu r e  recommended a lim ited  number of s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s . 
The q u a lif ic a tio n  most o ften  c ited  was the knowledge of the developmental 
needs o f ch ild ren . P ro jec ts  surveyed had an average a d u lt/c h lld  ra t io  
of 1:14, which was fe a s ib le  fo r the d e livery  of program w ith given 
economic r e s t r a in ts .  S ta ff  development w s b  offered  as p a rt of d i s t r i c t -  
wide in -se rv ice  education, o r provided on an inform al basis  to solve 
Iso la ted  in c id en ts  experienced by p ro je c ts . The s ta te s  included in  the 
study exempted a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public 
school d i s t r i c t s  from licen su re  by th e ir  re sp ec tiv e  Departments of Human 
Services which licen se  a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts  provided by 
public o r p riv a te  day-care f a c i l i t i e s .
The survey of l i t e r a tu r e ,  o n -s ite  v is i ta t io n s ,  and an a ly s is  o f the 
survey r e s u l ts  served a s  the  b a s is  fo r the development of gu idelines on 
a f te r-sch o o l p ro jec ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s .  These 
gu idelines (Chapter 5) were prepared to a id  school d i s t r i c t s  w ith the 
development of fu tu re  school-age ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  meeting the need 
p ro jected  fo r the  coming decade.
Conclusions
According to  the find ings of the study the  follow ing conclusions 
were drawn:
1. The D irector o f Community Education assumed ad m in istra tiv e  
re sp o n s ib ili ty  fo r the p ro je c ts  adm inistered by the school d i s t r i c t .
2. D irecto rs o f p ro jec ts  employed school-age ch ild  care personnel
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who demonstrated knowledge of ch ild  development concepts and had p rio r 
experience working w ith children. In  Informal s e tt in g s .
3. S ta ffin g  p a tte rn s  were determined by the s ize  of the groups of 
ch ild ren  In ca re . They included: (a) lead teacher, (b) lead  teacher and 
a id e , and (c) lead teacher and more than one a id e .
4. The l i t e r a tu r e  recommended employment of s ta f f  who demonstrated 
understanding of ch ild  development concepts and had experience working 
w ith ch ild ren  In informal s e ttin g s .
5. The p ro jec ts  Included In the  study had an average a d u lt/c h lld  
r a t io  of 1:14.
6. Thirteen of the p ro je c ts  included in  the study had a s ta f f  
development program.
7. While each of the s ta te s  included in  th e  study had prescribed 
standards fo r a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care , none of the s ta te p  included 
a fte r-ach o o l ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  
as p a rt of th e ir  lic e n s in g  re sp o n s ib ili ty .
Recommendations
The resu ltB  of th is  study were used in  the development of gu idelines 
fo r establishm ent of school-age ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  adm inistered by 
public school d i s t r i c t s .  In  view of the  find ings of th i s  study, i t  I s  
recommended th a t:
1. Research be conducted on school-age ch ild  care p ro jec ts  
adm inistered by public school d i s t r i c t s  throughout the United S ta te s .
2, Research be conducted on school-age ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  
adm inistered by non-public schools throughout the  United S ta te s .
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3. In s t i tu t io n s  o£ higher learn ing  consider development of programs 
to t r a in  professional employees working in  the n o n -tra d itio n a l s e tt in g
of a f te r-sc h o o l ch ild  care  p ro je c ts  which a re  unique in  s e tt in g  and 
provision of se rv ice .
4. Public school d i s t r i c t s  in v es tig a te  the provision of a f t e r ­
school ch ild  care p ro je c ts  to meet the cu rren t and fu tu re  needs o f th e ir  
communities.
5 . S ta te  Departments of Education e s ta b lis h  gu idelines fo r a f te r ­
school ch ild  care p ro je c ts  adm inistered by the school d i s t r i c t s  of th e ir  
resp ec tiv e  s ta te s  from the gu idelines proposed in  Chapter 5.
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APPENDIX A
LETTER TO DIRECTORS OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILD CARE 
PROJECTS ADMINISTERED BY PUBLIC 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS
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Eait T e t in n t c e  S l i lc  (JnJvertify
O cputm eflt ot S upcnhton  in d  Admlnhlitttor, •  Bdi 3M00A •  Johm on Cllf. Tenrwtw* 37(14 •  ( d } | M9-441S, 44M
I am presen tly  a doctoral candidate In the Department of Supervision 
and A dm inistration a t  East Tennessee S ta te  U n iv ersity , Johnson C ity ,
Tennessee, and am In the data c o lle c tio n  stage of my d is s e r ta t io n .
I t  Is my d e s ire  to  conduct a study on s t a f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  and s ta ff in g  
p a tte rn s  of se lec ted  a fte r-sch o o l ch ild  care  p ro jec ts  housed In public 
schools. I have been given the name and address of ycur p ro je c t by the 
licens ing  agent from your Department of Human Services as meeting the 
c r i t e r i a  fo r  rqy study.
I would g re a tly  app rec ia te  your cooperation  1n f i l l i n g  out the attached 
questionnaire  which w ill provide data  fo r  my proposed study. Enclosed a lso  
f in d  a se lf-a d d re ssed , stamped envelope fo r  re tu rn ing  the instrum ent, Be 
assured anonymity w ill  be m aintained.
I f  you have any p rin ted  m a te ria ls  concerning phases of your program, I 
would be very w illing  to  pay fo r  th e i r  reproduction. P lease Inform me of 
the c o s t.  Thanking you 1n advance.for ypur cooperation and Immediate response 
to  the ques tionnaire . I ren a ln ,
Ju ly  10, 1982
Dear
S incere ly ,
Betsy B. Wank \
.Doctoral Candidate 
East Tennessee S ta te  U niversity  
Johnson C ity , Tennessee 37601











S tre e t ________________________________________
C i ty __________________________________________
S ta te  _________________________________________ Zip Code____________
Telephone ( ) _________________________________
D irector/Person In  Charge: _ _ _  (Name)
_____________________________________ (T itle )
PROGRAM LOCATION
In what type of bu ild ing (s) i s  your program located?
  Public school
  elementary school
  middle school
  high school
  o ther (describe)
NUMBER OF SITES
Please in d ica te  the number of s i t e s  in  which your program i s  based.
  One school or s i te
  More than one
  E n tire  school system
  How many schools?
COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
Is  the area you serve predominantly—







Is  th is  program adm inistered by a:
  Single agency or s in g le  group
  P artnersh ip  of agencies or groups
I f  partn ersh ip , between which agencies?
Public school and . , .
  Community school
  Incorporated parent group
  Church
  Recreation/Community cen ter
Please describe why you believe school-age ch ild  care programs belong in  
the public school.
P lease describe what types of problems you experience because your 
program i s  housed in  the public school system.
PROGRAM FACTS
  Year p ro jec t began?
  Number of years in  operation
  Number o f ch ild ren  cu rren tly  enrolled
During what times do you provide serv ices?
  Before school
  A fter school
  School vacations
  Summer vacations
How many ch ild ren  i s  your program licensed  to serve?
Age and grade lev e l of youngest ch ild  in  program ___
Age and grade le v e l o f o ld est ch ild  in  program _____
N on-profit day care cen ter 
Head S ta r t  
Other ____
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How many fu ll- tim e  employees a re  on s ta f f?  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
How many part-tim e employees a re  on s ta f f?
What i s  your a d u lt/c h ild  ra tio ?   ________
STAFF
Who s ta f f s  your program?
  Public school teachers
  B.S. in  elementary education
  B.S. in  ea rly  childhood education
  CETA employees
  Senior c it iz e n s
  High school studen ts in  ch ild  development
  Graduate students
  Community volunteers
  Other (describe) ___________________________________________________
Do you have d i f f ic u l ty  find ing  q u a lified  personnel?   yes   no
Do you have sp e c ific  s ta f f  q u a lif ic a tio n s  fo r  personnel? ____  yes   no
I f  "y es,"  p lease describe these q u a lif ic a tio n s .*
♦include job d esc rip tio n s , i f  a v a ila b le .
What s ta f f in g  p a tte rn  do you u t i l iz e ?  (fo r  example: one lead  teacher
and two aides)
Are your personnel . . .
  sa la ried
  paid hourly
Please in d ica te  sa la r ie d  employees’ range of pay (annual).
$ 500 to  $1,000
  $1,000 to  $3,000
  $3,000 to  $5,000
  $5,000 to $8,000
  $8,000 and above
Please In d ica te  range of hourly wages.
  $1.00 to $3,00 per hour
  $3,00 to $5.00 per hour
  $5.00 and over per hour
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Do your employees sign  a con tract?  ____  yeB ____  no
Are your employees covered by the same con tract as your public school 
teachers?  yes  no
Do your employees have a b en e fit package?  yes  no
STAFF DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
Do you have a s ta f f  development program?  yes  no
I f  "yea," Is  your s ta f f  development program—
  formal
  Informal
What to p ics  do you cover? (p lease l i s t )
What determ ines what to p ics  w ill  be covered? 
d ire c to r  









Do you have a  need fo r s ta f f  development m ateria ls? ____  yes __
What top ics  do you fe e l should be included in  s ta f f  development 
a c t iv i t i e s  and m ateria ls?
_no
Please l i s t  some id e n tif ia b le  s tren g th s  of your program. 
P lease l i s t  some id e n tif ia b le  weaknesses o f your program.
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In your opinion, what i s  the g re a te s t need of your p a r tic u la r  program?
In your opinion why i s  your program unique?
Other p e rtin e n t inform ation:
I f  you were planning on developing another program, what would you do 
d iffe re n tly ?
APPENDIX C
LEXTER REQUESTING VALIDATION OF 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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( t i t  Tu i i o i k  SUIc U o lm iltji
D fp ltlr rv n l  o l  S u p to h io n  »nd A d m ln d liillo n  •  > o , 11000A •  (o h m o n  C « r, T tn n m r *  ) ) t i 4  •  [ t i l l  1)1-4411,44)0
Ju ly  10, 1982
Ns. M ichelle S e ltz e r  
D irec to r, School-age Child Care P ro jec t 
W ellesley College Center fo r  Research on Women 
828 Washington S tre e t 
W ellesley, M assachusetts 02181
Dear Ms, S e ltz e r:
From our previous meeting and d isc u ss io n s , you are  aware I am in 
th e  planning stage of my d is s e r ta t io n .  . I am looking a t  s ta f f  q u a l i f i ­
ca tio n s  and s ta ff in g  p a tte rn s  of se lec ted  a fte r-sc h o o l child  ca re  pro­
grams In public  schools of seven sou theastern  s ta te s .
Enclosed you w ill find  a copy of the instrum ent I intend to  use fo r 
my survey. I would g re a tly  ap p re c ia te  the c lo se  sc ru tin y  of th is  in s t ru ­
ment by you and your co lleagues to  determ ine the instrum ents a b i l i ty  to  
e l i c i t  the desired  inform ation from se lec ted  p ro je c ts . Please feel f re e  
to  make any comments concerning d es ired  changes In form at o r  con ten t.
Your a s s is ta n c e  arid cooperation w ill be g re a tly  appreciated  and 
b en e fic ia l to m e  fo r  con tinuation  of th is  study.
S incere ly ,
Doctoral Fellow
E ast Tennessee S ta te  U niversity  




VIRGINIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S DECISION
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OPINION OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL REGARDING THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE 
OPERATION OF EXTENDED DAY CARE PROGRAMS BY PUBLIC SCHOOLS.
SCHOOLS. DAY CARE CENTERS. LOCAL SCHOOL BOARDS DO NOT HAVE LEGAL 
AUTHORITY TO OPERATE DAY CARE CENTERS UPON SCHOOL PROPERTY WITH SCHOOL 
BOARD EMPLOYED PERSONNEL
December 11, 1978
The Honorable Vincent F. Callahan, J r .
Member, House of Delegates
You advise th a t counsel fo r  the F airfax  County School Board has 
advised the board th a t I t  may not operate a day care c e n te r , and you 
ask my opinion whether th a t advice i s  c o rre c t. You s ta te  th a t the 
school board cu rren tly  operates th ree  day care cen te rs  in  c e r ta in  
elementary schools. These cen te rs  a re  operated from approximately 
7:00 a.m. u n t i l  6:15 p.m ., w ith ch ild ren  through the s ix th  grade 
e l ig ib le  to a tten d . The cen te rs  a re  equipped w ith educational games 
and books and are  s ta ffe d  by day care cen ter teachers who a re  not 
equired to  be c e r t i f ie d ,  although they do f u l f i l l  some educational 
functions in c id en ta l to  the operation  of the cen te r .
The powers of school boards are  lim ited  to  those expressly  granted, 
n ecessa rily  im plied, o r e s se n tia l  and indispensable to the functions of 
such board. Commonwealth v. A rlington County Bd. .  217 Va. 558, 232 S.E. 
2d, 30 (1977). No s ta tu te  expressly  au tho rizes  county school boards to 
provide day care c e n te rs . For a power to  be n ecessa rily  o r f a i r ly  
im plied, i t  must be co n s is ten t w ith , and d ire c t ly  re la te d  to , a s ta ted  
power o r function  of the  board.
The nature of day care a c t iv i t i e s  i s  e s se n tia lly  cu sto d ia l in 
natu re  by providing care and superv ision  fo r ch ild ren  in  the  place of 
th e ir  parents o r guardians. Day care cen te rs  a re  not e s se n tia l ly  
re la te d  to education, nor a re  i t s  functions prim arily  d ire c ted  toward 
education. Therefore, th ere  i s  no n ecessa rily  implied re la tio n sh ip  
between the au th o rity  granted by the V irg in ia  C o n stitu tio n  to the lo ca l 
school board to supervise the schools in  the d iv is io n  and the operation  
o f day care c en te rs .
Therefore, i t  i s  my opinion th a t  the  lo c a l school board 1b not 
p resen tly  le g a lly  authorized to operate the day care cen te rs  which you 
describe*
Section 22-164.1 of the  Code of V irg in ia  -(1950). as amended, 
au tho rizes  the board to perm it o ther uses o f school p roperty . This 
would no t give the board the au th o rity  to  engage in  an a c t iv i ty  not 
otherw ise authorized by law. However, the board could allow  a day 
care cen ter operated by another e n t i ty  to  use school property . This 
would suggest a p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t the school board could develop a 
re la tio n sh ip  with some appropria te  party  which would perm it the 
operation  of the cen ter by th a t party  on school property*
APPENDIX E 
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MODELS OF AFTER-SCHOOL PROJECTS
The Child Care Inform ation Exchange, under the d ire c tio n  of Roger 
Neugebauer (1960), surveyed planners of school-age programs In 14 
communities. Based on the experiences of these coimnunltles, the following 
common advantages and disadvantages fo r  each model were suggested.
By SchoolB In the Schools
Advantages 
F inancial s ta b i l i ty  
A dm inistrative supports 
Access to s ta f f  
Program resources 
Lack of tra n sp o rta tio n  problems 
High v i s ib i l i t y
Disadvantages 
Lack of parent Input 
Lack of fam ily support 
Schools negative Image 
High costs
Low p r io r i ty  with adm in istra tion  
Dealing w ith bureaucracy 
Curriculum r e s tr ic t io n s  
Funding in f le x ib i l i ty
By Independent Agencies in  Schools
Advantages
Parent Input 
P aren t/ch ild  advocacy 
Program autonomy 
F inancial autonomy 
P o l i t ic a l  leverage 
Lower cost
School a f f i l l t a t i o n s
Disadvantages 
F inancial in sec u rity
Low p r io r i ty  fo r bargaining w ith 
school
A dm inistrative autonomy
Low pay fo r  s ta f f
C h ild ren 's  negative a t t i tu d e s  
toward school




O rganizational autonomy 
Avoidance of school image
Disadvantages 
Finding low-cost space 
T ransportation
Location of non-attending ch ild ren  
F inancial in sec u rity
By Day Care Centers in  Their F a c i l i t ie s
Advantages
A dm inistrative autonomy
Providing care  fo r s ib lin g s  in  
same program
S taffin g  f le x ib i l i ty
Family support
By Recreation Agencies in  Their F a c il i ty
Disadvantages 
Peer r id ic u le  
Preschool focus 
Overworked s ta f f
Advantages 
Appropriate physical f a c i l i ty  
Trained s ta f f
Disadvantages 
Narrow scope and focus of program
By Family Day Care Providers in  Their Own HomeB
Advantages 
N atural s e ttin g  
F lex ib le  arrangements
Disadvantages 
Limited resources 




School-Age Child Care 
Technical A ssistance P ro ject 
Center fo r  Training and Technical 
A ssistance 
School of Education
T cnntute SUte (Jntvcnlly 
N tih v llle , TN 37201
October 4, 1981
Betsy B. Plank
L i t t l e  People Learning Center 
1501 King College Road 
B r is to l,  TH 37620
Dear Beteyt
1 'vo forvarded one s e t of m a te ria ls  to  you on c o a lit io n s  and w ill  
do another s e t  fo r  you on the sub ject*of school-age ch ild  care , The 
enclosed packet Includes the o r ig in a l ob jec tiv es  of our group when I t  
s ta r te d  with the proposed su b -c o m ltte e s .
1 w il l  g e t In  touch w ith  you when I  g e t back In  town th e  week of 
Hovenber 9 th . I  a lso  have some more a r t i c l e s ,  e t c . , to xerox fo r  you.
I f  you g e t a  chance to  ta lk  w ith Becky Isa b e lle  you mlBht mention 
th is  p ro je c t and c o a lit io n  Idea . '  She might be In te re s ted  in  th a t and 
a lso  the idea of tra in in g  tra in e rs  to do school-age ch ild  care workshops 
(programming, e t c . ) .
P ro je c t Coordinator
ts
I .  Scofield
au nuu orMatuMin/AintJUnvt actiom uwlotd tut
Well**ley College 
B2B W ithlngton Slrael 
Wellesley, M a tuchuw lli 02181 
Telephone: (BIT) 23J-63M, 235-0320 
Cable: WELLRESCTR
In cooperation wllh
The Higher Education Resource Service* end 




I t  was a p leasure to  n ea t w ith you two weeki ago when I  wae In  the 
B rle to l a re a . I  was deligh ted  th a t you are  In te ree ted  In  working w ith 
Rich an ra in in g  the conaclouaneas of the com unity  to  the neede of school- 
age klda and th a t  you have auch f in e  personal and p ro fessiona l resources 
to cosmand.
I  an enclosing a copy o f a pub lica tion  th a t  I  th ink  you n ig h t l ik e  
to read and have a t  a re feren ce . While I t  does say sone good th ings, 
the Com Is a Ion did not l e t  us p r in t  our rec emend a t  Ions fo r change,
I  look forward to  seeing you again .
Best regards,
H lche tle  Sellgson S e lts a r
D irector







L i t t l e  People Learning Center 
1501 King College Road 
B r is to l,  Tennessee 37620
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•UlftMMJWQ MOiMantarom meiW«ONft WMA HIM »UMMl 1UHHMO COhHiftONli
HODtllHW COMMONWEALTH of VIRQINIA
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
October 4 , 1982
Mrs. Betsy Plank 
1501 King College Road 
B r is to l ,  TO 37620
Dear Mrs, Planki
I  an enclosing a  copy of the 1960 study conducted by the D ivision for 
Children In  accordance w ith a le g is la t iv e  mandate to study the need 
fo r and appropriateness o f  public  school operated by day care programs 
fo r school aBe ch ild ren .
I am a lso  enclosing a  copy o f  Chapter 10 o f  the V irg in ia  lic en s in g  
s ta tu te  as w ell as a copy o f  Minimum Standards fo r  Licensed Child Cars 
C enters,
You w ill  note in  reading the liceris lng  s ta tu te  th a t Section 63.1-195 
exempts a  pub lic  school from lic e n su re , thus the  type f a c i l i ty  in  which 
you are  In te re s te d  (a before-and a fte r-sc h o o l program operated by a 
public school) i s  a type f a c i l i t y  which we do not l ic e n se . Thera i s  a  
reference on page two of the D ivision for C h ild ren 's  rep o rt to  an opinion 
by a former Attorney General which held  th a t a school board could not operate 
a ch ild  care cen te r unless the low were rev lsod . There is  reference on 
page th ree  of the repo rt to  le g is la t io n  th a t was enacted to  perm it the 
school board in  A rlington County and the school board in  the City of F a lls  
Church to  provide before and a f te r  school programs to  school age ch ild ren .
I  hope th is  Inform ation w ill  be h e lp fu l to  you as you complete work on your 
d is s e r ta t io n .  I would re a lly  lik e  to  read the d is s e r ta t io n .  I f  you w ill  
be generous enough to  share i t ,  1 promise to  get i t  back to you promptly.
S incerely  you rs,
Nathan D outhlt, Chief 
Bureau of Program Development 
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t l ,  OoufOi n u i t i ^  M.D./Ccmmlul«A,r
IIB fO N C I DE LEON AVENUE. N .E , ATLANTA, GEORGIA 303SS
October 5, 1982
Mrs, Betsy Plank
1501 King College Road
B r is to l ,  Tennessee 37620
Osar Mrs. Planki
In response to  your recen t req u est, I am attach ing  a l i s t  o f  the schools 
which provide a fte r-sc h o o l co re . The pub lic  schoolB are a l l  p a r t o f the 
Cobb County School System and th is  nay not be a complete l i s t in g .  There 
may a lso  be o th e r school systems which provide a fte r-sch o o l c a re , however, 
s ince  we do not lic en se  programs operated by loca l governments, we do not 
hear about them.
The p riv a te  schools l is te d  a re  licensed  by th e  Department to  provide 
a fte r-sch o o l c a re . He do not license  th e ir  school program -  only the c h ild  
core program.
The few sp e c if ic  Rules re la te d  to  a fte r-sc h o o l care are  on page 12.
I hope th is  inform ation w ill be helpfu l to  you.
S incerely ,
(Hit e D irector
O ffice o f Regulatory Services
ALtrb
DEPARTMENT FOR HUM AN RE 50U R C ES  
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
FRANKFORT 4 0 6 1 1
OFFICE OF M 5P E C T 0R  GENERAL
275 E ast Main S tre e t
DHR Building -  Fourth F loor, Eaat
October 12, 19S2
He, Betsy Plank
1501 King College Road
B r is to l ,  Tennessee 37620
Dear He, Flanki
Pleaee be advlaed th a t according to  our records we do not have any 
a f te r  school ch ild  care  programs housed In and adm inistered by the 
public  school system.
I f  we can be of fu rth e r  ase le tap ce , p lease  do not h e s ita te  to  contact 
our o f f ic e .
S incere ly ,
OCXVwft.___
Sharon E. Ware 
D irec to r
D ivision fo r  Licensing and Regulation





1501 King College Road
B r is to l,  Tennessee 37620
, Dear Ha. Plank:
In regard to our d iscussion  of Wednesday, October 13, 19B2, the 
West V irg in ia  Departaent o f Education does not c o l le c t the Inform ation 
you requested . To my knowledge, the re  a re  no formal, organised a f te r  
school ch ild  care programs for ch ild ren  aged 5-13 in  the public  schools.
As I Ind ica ted , soma schools may have such programs, but th is  la 
no t p a rt D f the Inform ation co llec ted  by the Department• Therefore, we 
have no records I f  such programs e x is t .
Best wishes as you c o l le c t d a ta  to  complete your study.
Since
Lanore I .  Sogard, Ph. 
Coordinator, P reachoo l^ducation
L is:k id
©duritom community education programp.0 , box 3823, durbom, north Carolina 27702, 919 683-2591
Ms. Betsy Plank 
1501 King College Rrf.
B ristol, Ilf 37620
Dear Betsy:
I have enclosed surveys returned to th is  point, plus you talked with 
Terri Leahy a t Holt. 1 hope your time here was useful and these surveys 
will be productive.
I f  mo can be of any further assistance, do not hesita te  to  c a ll . As 
a fellow doctoral student, 1 am fully  aware of your e ffo rts . The area of 
school-age child care is  a fe r t i le  fie ld  for research, and I  look forward 
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